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This report was developed tomply with consolidated water quality reporting requiremegit$osthin 8
62.1-44.1180f the Code of Virginia This section requires the Secretary of Natural Resources to submit a
progress report on implementing the impaired watleranup plan as desibed in 862.1-44.1170f the

Code of Virginia This consolidated report also includesfin& n n u a | Report on the
I mpr ov e mebythe DEpamneerd of Conservation and Recreation (DCR) and Department of
Environmental Quality (DEQpursuanto § 10.1-21340f theCode of Virginiaand incorporates the

Wa 't

reportsonfiCooper ati ve Nonpoi nt fRquuedircsabsdetmn D aig 102187 Pr ogr al

andthei Wat er shed Pl anni ngreaqiredin Rlesection B df § 101d93Rfédhe o r t 0

Code of Virginia The report also encompasée€ R éegort ofi Ann u a | Funding Needs

| mpl ementation of Agr i cul gusuarisubBeetiornt C oME.A2284 me n t
of theCocke of Virginia The2020r e por t i WWatér QuaktysimprolieenenfiFund Requests

Esti mat eequiedpy@ L0t12134.10f theCode of Virginiaa n d Stohmavatér Local

Assistance Fund Requests Estimates Repequired by § 62:84.15:29.2 of th Code of VirginiaThis
consolidated r e R0l4Chesadeak®Bay Watetshed Ageeenteitit Brogfess Report:
State of the Chesapeake Bay Program Report to the Chesapeake Bay Executive ©ounkil20g0as t
required in § 2.220.1. This condmlated report also addresses Item 361.A. in the 2018 Special Session |
Budget (Chapter 2) for F2020and FY2021.

Water Quality Improvement Fund and Cooperative Nonpoint Source Pollution
Programs

For FY 2020 (the period July 1, 201une 30, 2020DCR allocated61.2million in agricultural cost
share and technical assistance funds to Soil and Water Conservation Districts. This B2Qidetion

in Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CRER3taxs funds to be disbursed by Districts as
state match for completed projects. Of #64..2million, approximately$53.3million wasallocated for
farmers through the Virginia Agricultural CeShare Program (VACS) and CREP for implementation of
best management practices (BMPs). An additi@@z®@million was allocated in technical assistance to
Districts to provide implementation assistance to particip®ngtices installed on farms during FY
2020 will result in estimated edge of field nitrogen reductions of approxiniedetynillion pounds,
phosphorus reductions of approximatBlg million pounds, and sediment reductions of approximédtely
million tons.

Under the Water Quality Improvement Fund (WQIF) Point Source Progiaog 1998, 67 point source
WQIF grant agreements obligating $795.7limil have been signed. The construction project grants

range from 35% to 90% ceshare, for design and installation of nutrient reduction technology at Bay
watershed point source discharges. The WQIF point source grants provide critical support fanoempli
with the nutrient discharge control regulations and achieving Chesapeake Bay nitrogen and phosphorus
waste load allocations. Sixfpur of the projects have been completed and are operational. A summary of
active construction grant projects is acdalesvia theDEQ WQIF webpagd-or calendar ye&019,

facilities registered under the Chesapeake Bayevghed Nutrient Discharge General Permit reported
discharged loads that, in aggregate, were significantly below the total Waste Load Allcoatrendy in

f
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http://www.deq.virginia.gov/Programs/Water/CleanWaterFinancingAssistance/WaterQualityImprovementFund/WaterQualityImprovementFundList.aspx
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effectfor all Bay tributary basins. Tabled discharged and delivered loads for each indiitaglity
and basin totals amevailableonline from DEQ

With nonpoint sourcéunding made available through the WQIF, along with matching funds, DEQ has
worked with local government and state agency partners to implement a wide range of actions to reduce
nonpoint source pollution that cordutes to water quality problems.

Althoughthere has been no additional WQIF Nonpoint Source Program funding since 2016,
implementation activities continue under a Request for Assistance (RFA) made available to local
government (cities, towns, counties, Soil and Water Conservation Districtslaamihig District

Commissions) and state agency applicants. DEQ continues to manage projects awarded through the $3.4
million RFA. These nonpoint source (NPS) pollution implementation projects are at various stages of
completion.

Within the Chesapeake Bayatérshed, projects that maximize reduction of nitrogen, phosphorous or
sediment were a funding priority. Projects with the highest pollution reduction relative to dollars
requested were given priority. These projects implement pollution control actiomgltiave a

significant and lasting impact on local and state water quality. After nearly four years of implementation,
many projects are nearing completion. One project has been terminated and several projects have been
completed. Overall, pollution redtions are expected to be in linehvdriginal reduction estimates.

Funding Needs for Effective Implementation of Agricultural Best Management
Practices

The funding projections for the effective implementation of best management plans was determined usin
a revised formula for F2020 and future years. Thgsmjections for the Chesapeake Bay were

developed based on a detailed analysis of praddeesifiedin the Chesapeake Bay Phéi$eNatershed
Implementation Plan (WIP). This included a review agresanadein implementing the WiFhrough
2019and assumes the practices included in the Wikhglemented.

A revised estimate of257 billion may be required from state and federal funds as well as farmer financial
contributions to meet water qualigpals. Approximately#0% of this total (3.1 billion) could be needed
from State sources, the vast majority of which is direct funding of the Virginia AgriculturalSbase

(VACS) Program and support for Soil and Water Conservation Disthiatsnplement the VACS

program.

Actual FY 2020allocations from state sources for implementation of agricultural best management
practices had the following breakdown:

FY 2020(Program Namé& amount)

VACS CostShare program funding$37.28million
District Technical Assistance$9.25million

District Financial Assistance$7.1 million


https://www.deq.virginia.gov/Portals/0/DEQ/Water/PollutionDischargeElimination/Watershed%20GP/2019%20Published%20Loads%205-7-20.pdf?ver=2020-05-07-170258-990
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FY 2020support figures exclude engineering support via DCR staff, IT support, and training assistance
(e.g, Conservation Planning Certification). These have been itemized separately.

Projected funding needs from state sources for implementation of agricultural best management practices
through the FY2020- 2022biennium are estimatad the2020Ag NeedsAssessment Table on page

A comprehensive review of the VACS Progrtimat began in 2018as led to improvegrogram
efficiency,increased flexibility in agricultural practice standards and specifications, and other significant
programmatic revisiongdditional efforts are focused on methods to improve tracking of voluntarily
installedpractices

Chesapeake Bay and Virginia Waters Clean-Up Plan Report

During FY 202Q many strategies were implemented to reduce pollutants entering the Chesapeake Bay
tributaries and Southern Rivers basins. Significant progress was made in reducing poimcuierd
discharges from sewage treatment plants, installing agricultural best management pvibtices
continuing focus on livestock exclusion practidég reisuance of administratively continuBthase 1
Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systé®#) permits,andimplementingrevised Stormwater
Management Regulationgirginia submitted its draft Chesapeake Bay TMDL Phase Il Watershed
Implementation Plan to EPA on April 5, 2019. The final plan stdsmittedo EPA on August 23, 2019.
Virginia agenciesare wrapping uphe 2018-2019 WIP milestonegeriod and drafting th20202021 WIP
milestonesDEQ submitted its draft five year Virginia Nonpoint Source Pollution Management Plan in
April 2019, and it was conditionally approved in the Fall of 2019.

In FY 2020 DEQ develope@4 Total Maximum Daily Load TMDL) equations fosmall watersheds and
completed? TMDL ImplementatiorPlans coverindl6 waterbodyimpairmentsThe NPS program has
shifted its reporting window due to the limited availability of informatiorFY 2019, aotal of 196

small TMDL Implementation Watershedaw BMP activity resulting iatotal of2,517BMPs installed
using atotal of $15,190,532f Federal and State funds and landowner contributions.
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The purpose of the Virginia Water Quality Improvement@fct1997 ¢ h Actofi i s fit o restor e
improve the quality of state waters and to protect them from impairment and destruction for the benefit of
current and future citizens of the Commonwealth10A-2118 of theCode of Virginid. TheAct created

theWater Quality Improvement Fur@VQIF);itspur pose i s fAto provide Water
Grants to local governments, soil and water conservation disstiate,agenciegstitutions of higher

education and individuals for point and nonpoint source pollution prevention, reduction and control

pr ogr ald&x128.B./%f theCode of Virginid. In 2008, the General Assembly created afsuol of

the WQIF called the Virgini&dlatural Resources Commitment FUMNRCF) (8 10.1-:2128.10f theCode

of Virginia) that is to be used for agricultural best management practices and associated technical
assistance.

Duringthe2013 General Assembgessionlegislation was passd@hapters/56 and 793 of the 2013
Acts of Assemblywhich designated, effective July 1, 2013, the Virginia Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) as the leadgencyfor nonpoint source programs in the Commonweialtiddition to its
responsibility for point soge programsAs such, DEQ has the responsibility to provide technical and
financial assistance to local governments, institutions of higher education, and individuals for point and
nonpoint source pollution prevention, reduction, and control programddjpatment of Conservation
and Recreatio(DCR) plays a role, providing technicand financial assistance toisandWater
ConservatiorDistricts, institutions of higher education, and individuals for nonpoint source pollution
controls. Because of theture of nonpoint source pollution controls, DEQ sought the assistance and
support of other state agencgissch as the Departments of Forestry and Mines, Minerals and Ettergy,
provide the necessary expertise and resources to implement the nonpaiatedenrents of the Act.

DCR and DEQ continue twork cooperativelyon nonpoint source water quality initiatives.

This reportsectionfulfills alegislative requirement underl®.1i 2134 of theAct for DEQ and DCR to

report on the WQIFSpecifically, the randate is for aannual reporto be submitted to the Governor and

the General Assembly specifying the amounts and recipients of grants made fiv@I&hand pollution
reduction achievements from these graimf@rmation onWQIF grants awardeid provided in this

report,along with available data on pollutant reductions achieved and estimated pollutant reductions to be
achieved from recently funded grant projects.

WQIF & VNRCF Nonpoint Source Programs

The WQIF and its subunds have served as the prindifaanding source for nonpoirsourcepollution

control projects in Virginia. The goal of the nonpoint source grant component of the WQIF is to improve

water quality throughout the Commonwealth and in thedapead Bay by reducing nonpoint source

pollution. Nonpoint source pollution is a significant cause of degradation of state waters. Within the
Chesapeake Bay watershed, the immediate priority is to implemeBaytieotal Maximum Daily Load

(TMDL) Watershed Implementation PlajWIP) developed by the Commonwealth and approvethby

U.S. Environmental Protection AgendyRA) in 2019 The Chesapeake Bay Watershed Agreement,

signed in 2014, renewed the commitments made in t

4
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controlsinsta |l ed to achieve the Bayb6s dissolved oxygen,
chlorophyll a standards as articulated in the Chesapeake Bay TMDL document.

For watersheds outside of the ChesapeaketBaygoal is to achieve measurable improvetsé water
quality, which can include nutrient and sediment reductions, as well as reduction of other pollutants
including bacterial contaminatio®ther uses of grant funds may include providing protection or
restoration of other priority waters suchtlgse containing critical habitat, serving as water supplies, or
that target acid mine drainage or other nonpsintrcepollution problems.

DCR distributes the nonpoint WQIF and VNRCF funds pursua@tlid. £21320f the Code of Virginia.
Thisincludesmanaging the allocation of funding to the Agricultural C8ktare Program and the
federally fundedConservation Reserve Enhancement Prod@REP) These funding sources also
provided cosshare funds to Virginia Agricultural CeShare(VACS) program partipants to fund

100% of the cost of implementing qualifying livestock stream exclusion BMPs.iPiEQponsible for
soliciting applications for Water Quality Initiative grants and Cooperative Nonpoint Source Pollution
Program Projects with local governmgiaind managing the distribution of those nonpoint WQIF grants.

Agricultural Best Management Practices Cost -Share Program

Agricultural best management practices (Biifhat are most effective in reducing excess nutrients and
sediment from agricultural lands are implemented through' &@S program managed by DCR under

the Virginia Soil and Water Conservation Boar doés
installed through the pmgram must be implemented in accordance with the Virginia Agricultural BMP
Manual . Virginiaodbs 47 Soil and Water Conservation

implementation of the VACS program with funding from DCR toarahe cosshare expenditures, the
technical assistance to administer the program, and essential funding for district opeSttens.
financial support foFY 2020was$61 million.

Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program

WQIF and VNRCF funds supportvigi ni adés commi t ment for participatdi
Agriculturebds (USDA) Conser v(BREP)AJnderRre J®DAve Enhance
administered CREP program, which is implemented through the SWCDs, eligible landowners may

receive cosshae incentives for eligible BMPs faestoratiorof riparian buffers and wetlasdas well as

rental payments (up to 15 years) for removing environmentally sensitive land from agricultural

production and planting grasses or trees that will improve watéityomad waterfowl and wildlife

habitat.Virginia doubled its cosshare contributions for the restoration of forested riparian buffers

adjacent to both pastureland and cropland from July 1, 2GEbruary 28, 2017. This enabled USDA

Farm Service Agencytreceive an additional $1 million with which to establish the Chesapeake Bay

I ncentive Payment for CREP participants within Vi
Due to limited CRERppropriationsPCR returned to a 25% state match of elgitost for CREP

contracts approved after March 1, 20dHdwever, dditional funding forthe state matclhas been

appropriated during the bienniueind thestate match for CREP was increased to 35% effeavafJuly

1, 2019.
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Water Quality Initiatives

In FY 2014 DEQ becameéhe lead nonpoint sour¢blPS)agency in the CommonwealthEQ and DCR

work collaboratively todind water quality initiatives to manage ot Spollution priority needsThese

projects focus on prioritycost effectie, and innovativenitiativesthatf ur t her advMPSce Vi r gi
programs and provide for measurable water quality improvements. These include initiatives with other

state agencie§oil and Water Conservation DistricBanningDistrict Commissions, local governments,
educational institutions, and individuals on nonpoint source pollugdaoction, education, researemnd

other NPS reduction activities such as acid mine land reclamation and nutrient management.

Nonpoint Source Pollution Program Projects with Local Governments

When availableDEQ works cooperatively with local govarents to provide matching funtslocally
administenidentified solutions for nonpoint source runoff that cawsecontributs to local water quality
problems

Although there has been no additional WQIF Nonpoint Source Program funding sinceReg0&8t for
Assistance (RFA)vas made available fémcal governmerst(cities, towns, counties, Soil and Water
Conservation Districts, arfdlanningDistrict Commissionyandstate agencapplicants DEQcontinues
to manage projecmvardedhrough theb3.4 million RFA. These nonpoint source (NPS) pollution
implementation projects are at various stages of completion.

Within the Chesapeake Bay Watershed, projects thatmimxireduction of nitrogen, phosphorus or
sediment were a funding priority. Projects with the highest pollution reduction relative to dollars
requested were given priority. These projects will implement pollution control actions that will have a
significart and lasting impact on locahd state water quality. After foyears of implementation, many
projects are nearing completidfour projectdiavebeen completed on budget and on schedule. One
project has been terminatd2EQ successfully transferred fund from the terminated project into
existing projects that had demadiod additional implementatiol.he remaining three projecare

expected to be completed this yegaverall, pollution reductions are expected to be in line with original
reduction estnates.

2020 WQIF & VNRCF Nonpoint Source Program Funds

Agricultural Cost -Share Allocations

DCR6 emphasis foagriculturalBMP implementation focuses on efficient nutrient and sediment reduction
and includepriority practices such asver crops, conservation tillage, nutrient management, livestock
exclusion from streams, and the establishment of vegetative riparian ddi$tosical, annual costhare
totalsaresummarized below.

Annual state costhare allocations are based upoa Agricultural Nonpoint Source Assessment and
Virginia Soil andWaterConservatiorBoardpolicy. Hydrologic units with the highest potential to
contribute agricultural NPS pollution to surface and ground waters receive the highest amounts of cost
share funds. SWCDs then rank eskare applications and fund those applications that will peavie

greatest amount of local water quality benefit.
6
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Table 1: Historical Cost Data for Agricultural BMPs Completed by Fiscal Year

Program | Actual BMP Total Cost State Cost Non-State Other Farmer Cost Tax Credit
Year Cost Share Paid Share Paid Cost-Share Funding Before Tax Amount
Paid Amount Credit Issued

1998 $6,576,958.87 $4,085,435.66 $3,147,431.74 $938,003.92 $326,658.37 $2,164,864.84 $416,228.26
1999 $5,912,593.56 $4,437,793.05 $4,026,364.92 $411,428.13 $213,063.44 $1,261,737.07 $350,507.40
2000 $13,661,495.61 | $8,304,576.76 $8,243,830.83 $60,745.93 $906,150.61 $4,450,768.24 $825,714.15
2001 $15,916,719.61 | $7,897,867.01 $6,524,548.00 $1,373,319.01 | $2,572,224.08 | $5,446,628.52 $810,336.72
2002 $23,085,809.39 | $8,339,569.86 $6,576,358.82 $1,763,211.04 | $6,506,805.74 | $8,239,433.79 $889,591.94
2003 $13,732,546.23 | $3,197,822.34 $2,364,969.91 $832,852.43 $4,936,562.95 | $5,598,160.94 $985,532.19
2004 $10,016,920.07 | $2,771,069.24 $2,391,617.08 $379,452.16 $3,333,439.92 | $3,912,410.91 $535,905.53
2005 $11,204,651.14 | $4,307,458.65 $3,681,507.66 $625,950.99 $2,207,948.41 | $4,689,244.08 $603,939.92
2006 $19,319,573.82 | $9,608,506.54 $8,866,687.43 $741,819.11 $2,837,266.06 | $6,873,801.22 $856,540.66
2007 $24,533,967.91 | $15,236,795.29 | $14,198,592.16 | $1,038,203.13 | $3,524,256.32 | $5,772,916.30 $935,415.38
2008 $24,430,701.62 | $13,890,689.06 | $12,850,417.30 | $1,040,271.76 | $3,154,319.66 | $7,385,692.90 $1,059,012.73
2009 $31,262,465.86 | $15,934,893.13 | $15,077,907.30 | $856,985.83 $5,893,277.13 | $9,434,295.60 $1,323,768.34
2010 $36,855,359.44 | $23,323,770.94 | $22,359,394.11 | $964,376.83 $4,448,722.71 | $9,082,865.79 $1,434,937.61
2011 $17,741,909.24 | $10,721,389.77 | $10,273,458.75 | $447,931.02 $1,910,814.32 | $5,109,705.15 $972,361.73
2012 $32,275,306.80 | $21,577,911.03 | $21,367,067.66 | $210,843.37 $2,834,009.50 | $7,863,386.27 $1,390,098.26
2013 $37,050,594.85 | $28,209,730.28 | $27,888,809.44 | $320,920.84 $3,990,091.06 | $4,850,773.51 $1,074,231.61
2014 $39,710,263.49 | $30,686,841.96 | $28,667,913.52 | $2,018,928.44 | $3,975,330.01 | $5,048,091.52 $971,193.35
2015* $76,808,191.85 | $64,835,035.94 | $60,997,385.11 | $3,837,650.83 | $5,481,111.27 | $6,492,044.64 $1,049,707.26
2016 $17,080,956.92 | $10,290,591.03 | $9,924,708.77 $365,882.26 $1,082,858.23 | $5,707,507.66 $886,628.72
2017 $27,532,664.18 | $18,218,277.17 | $17,627,954.21 | $590,322.96 $2,556,445.23 | $6,757,941.78 $844,374.19
2018 $29,408,523.55 | $16,658,147.46 | $14,275,797.89 | $2,382,349.57 | $3,560,832.61 | $9,189,543.48 $1,665,908.80
2019 $25,605,352.50 | $17,335,136.25 | $16,612,962.55 | $722,173.70 $2,551,812.62 | $5,718,403.63 $957,509.64
2020** $37,227,875.33 | $30,896,095.06 | $30,462,038.52 | $434,056.54 $858,088.09 $5,473,692.18 $539,295.92
_SrtatT $576,951,401.84| $370,765,403.48| $348,407,723.68| $22,357,679.80| $69,662,088.34| $136,523,910.02| $21,378,740.31

otals

*2015 figures will be adjusted each year as&T) BMPs that were obligated under the 100%63lnding program are

completedSignificant funding from FYs 2016, 2017, 202819 and 202@vas transferred to¥s 2013, 2014 and 2015 to cover

100% Sl:-6s.

**2020figures do not include approved BMPs carried forward intd2B¥1that are awaiting completion

7
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Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program

The

Virgini a

CREP program

is divi

ded i

nt o

t wo

entire Chesapeake Bay watershed araingngto restore22,000acres of riparian buffers and filter strips
and 3,000 acres of wetlandehe Southern RiversREP aims to restorE3,500acres of riparian buffers
and filter stripsand 1,500 acres of wetland restoratidrsummary of Virginia CREP coeshare
assistance to farmers during the period from July 2000 to2li2wis provided in the following table

(Tale 2).

Table 2: CREP Summary FY 20012020by Drainage by Fiscal Year

Total Cost Share Area Buffer Miles Stream Bank
Drainage Fiscal Year Payment Restored (acres) Protected
Chesapeake Bay 2001 $321,247.50 1325.90 50.76
ChesapeakBay 2002 $1,460,044.4€ 5032.10 258.24
Chesapeake Bay 2003 $602,270.38 1716.10 164.05
Chesapeake Bay 2004 $331,743.07 1965.40 101.30
Chesapeake Bay 2005 $219,240.64 1130.50 77.93
Chesapeake Bay 2006 $237,156.47 1609.94 84.79
Chesapeake Bay 2007 $227,018.64 545.20 49.43
Chesapeake Bay 2008 $351,833.72 1468.04 94.66
Chesapeake Bay 2009 $467,225.79 1411.70 97.53
Chesapeake Bay 2010 $645,947.21 1580.80 81.54
Chesapeake Bay 2011 $444,625.29 575.50 50.67
Chesapeake Bay 2012 $477,040.35 442.00 51.81
Chesapeake Bay 2013 $129,214.22 159.00 11.65
Chesapeake Bay 2014 $115,096.92 176.90 6.94
Chesapeake Bay 2015 $115,683.77 99.40 12.62
Chesapeake Bay 2016 $425,530.86 200.58 23.33
Chesapeake Bay 2017 $434,287.22 120.11 21.27
Chesapeake Bay 2018 $107,818.33 49.09 12.75
Chesapeake Bay 2019* $39,673.25 13.16 3.39
Chesapeake Bay Totals] $7,152,698.09 19,621.42 1,254.66

Southern Rivers 2001 $275,966.34 606.80 41.98
Southern Rivers 2002 $1,011,454.63 2638.90 184.75
Southern Rivers 2003 $381,269.67 1964.40 102.79
Southern Rivers 2004 $391,879.34 1666.00 124.33
Southern Rivers 2005 $346,378.31 2207.90 145.18
Southern Rivers 2006 $226,432.45 1519.36 121.50
Southern Rivers 2007 $197,151.05 541.50 154.44
Southern Rivers 2008 $267,733.17 845.30 203.61
Southern Rivers 2009 $250,768.21 1787.96 98.33
Southern Rivers 2010 $388,281.49 481.00 42.73
Southern Rivers 2011 $343,089.67 295.70 28.56
Southern Rivers 2012 $405,606.84 535.10 33.90
Southern Rivers 2013 $271,355.39 516.18 23.69
Southern Rivers 2014 $244,332.22 151.80 28.69

8
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Southern Rivers 2015 $314,990.14 228.10 28.78
Southern Rivers 2016 $670,504.24 225.90 30.29
Southern Rivers 2017 $620,819.55 247.81 30.17
Southern Rivers 2018 $283,234.40 85.04 22.54
Southern Rivers 2019* $130,918.32 62.49 9.49
Southern Rivers 2020* $36,316.70 12.52 1.20

Southern Rivers Totals: $7,058,482.13 16,619.76 1,456.95

Statewide Totals: | $14,211,180.22| 36,241.18 2,711.61

*Note: Prior yearéfigures are adjusted each year as CREP practices that were previously obligated are completed

**Due to the delay in restarting the CREP Program 2020 signupssiggriéicantly lower than previous years including no
signups in the Chesapeake Bay drainage.

Strategic Water Quality Initiatives
Resource Management Plans

The Commonwealth's Resource Management (R&P) Program provides a voluntary way to promote

the use of best management practices that improve water quality and the agricultural operations. RMPs
are designed to encourage producers to implement a high level of BMPs to reduce pollution and to
increase th@roducer's profitability, in many instances. By participating in the Program and fully
implementing an RMP, the producer is considered to be in compliance with any new state nutrient,
sediment and water quality standards for a periodrefyears. As ofluly 1,2020 126 RMPs have been
certified as fully implemented. The certified RMPs are all located within the Chesapeake Bay watershed
and include oveB5,000acres. Oveb4,000additional acres within the Chesapeake Bay watershed are
included in an RMPHat is currently being implemented. There are approximately 8,000 acres outside of
the Chesapeake Bay watershed that are included in an RMP that is currently being implemented.

Livestock Stream Exclusion in Virginia

Through June 3®015,DCR offered 100%grantsfor the SL-6 (Stream Exclusion with Grazing Land
Management) practide costshare applicantgin SL-6 required the installation of a permanent fence,
alternative watering systems, other features, and a minimefiooBvegetated buffer along strearll
participantapplicationgeceivedas part of this initiativeince January 2013 (a 2y&ar periodhave now
been fundedAs ofJune2019 partially due to a supplemental appropriation by theiia General
Assembly of $5.2nillion, a total ofapproximately 85.2million has been provided by the
Commonwealth for this initiativelNe ar 'y $50 mi |l Il i on has been provi de:t
Chesapeake Bay watersh@dllution reduction towards year 2025 WIP goals will result from
approximagly 56 million linear feet of stream bank protected augrly 65,00@nimal units in the
Chesapeake Bay watershed that will be excluded (statewide, the impact would be &mdkos.

linear feet of stream bank protected i@ 000 animal units exctied) once all of the 100% reimbursed
SL-6 practices have been installed
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Virginia Conservation Assistance Program

During the 2019 General Assembly Session, $1 million in state funds was provided to the Virginia
Conservation Assistance Program (VCAP), whicsestablished to assist the Commonwealth in

meeting its reduction targets for urban and residential areas as established in the Chesapeake Bay TMDL,
including localities with Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems (M®4additional $500,000 in

statefunding was provided for VCAP during the 2020 General Assembly Se#tsiwavides cosshare

and technical assistance to address natural resource and stormwater concerns by assisting in the voluntary
installation of certain best management practiceswod for which there is no other cestare program

assistance available. VCAP is also intended to retrofit existing infrastructure.

VCAP is administered by the Virginia Association of Soil and Water Conservation Districts. Virginia's

Soil and Water Conseation Districts (Districts), with qualified, trained, and experienced staff,

implement the voluntargtormwatebest management practices aodtshareprogram for public,

private, and nomprofit landowners. Since March 2016&,660,34&as been allocatedrough VCAP and
$287,000has been provided for technical assistance from a totdl,89$,638n grant funding. Projects

have been completed across a wide variety of properties, with the support of partner agencies, educators,
and contractors. Most prizces are eligible for 75% cost share and some practices provide a flat incentive
payment up to the cost of installation.

WQIF Point Source Program

Since 1998, 67 point source WQIF grant agreements obligating $795.7 million have been signed. The
constructbn project grants range from 35% to 90% eisdre, for design and installation of nutrient
reduction technology at Bay watershed point source discharges. The WQIF point source grants provide
critical support for compliance with the nutrient discharge robn¢gulations and achieving Chesapeake
Bay nitrogen and phosphorus waste load allocations.-8ixtyof the projects have been completed and
are operational. A summary of active construction grant projects is accessibleEQH&QIF

webpage

Since its formation in 1998, the WQIF Point Source Program has received a total of $959.5 million in
approprations, bond proceeds, monetary assessments and accrued interest. Part of that total was in the
General Assemblyds most recent WQIF point source
for up to $50 million in bonds to be issued to support pointcgonutrient reduction projects in the
Chesapeake Bay watershed. Approximately $95.3 million of the $959.5 million total funding was used for
24 grants prior to the adoption of nutrient discharge control regulations in late 2005. A total of $4.01

million was awarded for 39 technical assistance grants, including Basis of Design Reports, Interim
Optimization Plans, and startup support for the Nutrient Credit Exchange Association; all have been
completed. In 2011, $3 million was set aside for the James Rinleraphyll Study, which has been

completed with revised water quality criteria and assessment methods adopted by the State Water Control
Board on June 27, 2019. EPA subsequently approved the new criteria and they became effective on
January 6, 2020. A rdigely small balance of WQIF funds remained after the James River Study ended

and they have been obligated to a contract with the Virginia Institute of Marine Sciences for continued
operation of the water quality model developed for the James River. Tded imcurrently being used,

with updated climate change factors, to test point source nutrient reduction scenarios and chlorophyll
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criteria attainment. An additional $250,000 was awarded in 2013 through a Technical Assistance grant to
Chesapeake Environmial Communications to expand the James River Modeling framework by
incorporating water quality data collected from 2011 to 2013.

The balance of the WQIF grants have been awarded for the design and installation of nutrient reduction
technology needed to methe total nitrogen and total phosphorus waste load allocations assigned to the
significant dischargers in the Chesapeake Bay watershed under thadéipfed Chesapeake Bay

TMDL. As of June 30, 2020, the grant amount owed under existing, signed WQdmagits was
$10,106,542. It is projected that reimbursement requests for ongoing projects will be covered with
available funding.

It should be noted that all grantees are obligated to complete their projects regardless of the amount of
grant funds received.he Commonwealth commits to fully funding all projects, subject to the availability
of funds.

Legislation enacted followinthe 2019 General Assembly sessamided thelesign and installation of
certainwastewater conveyance infrastructure as an eligitgect type for WQIF point source funding
provided certain conditions established in @oxle of Virginiaare satisfiedDEQis drafting guidance for
evaluating and implementing those projects and will likely begin accepting applications for conveyance
projects in early 2021.

WQIF & Virginia Natural Resources Commitment Fund Nutrient Reductions

Estimated Nutrient Reductions from Nonpoint Source WQIF -Funded Projects

During FY 2020 WQIF and VNRCF funding supported agricultural BMPs that are expectedutered
edge of field nutrient and sediment losse®tgr 142 million pounds of nitrogerh.2 million pounds of
phosphorus, anti million tons of sedimenfTable 3) CREP implementation is included in the above
reductions. A table of nutrient and sedimemiuetions resulting from the imginentation of agricultural
BMPs is provided below

Table 3: Historic Edge of Field Nutrient/Sediment Reductions Resulting from Agricultural BMP
Implementation by Fiscal Year- State Funding Only

Fiscal Year Total N Reduction Total P Reduction Total Soil Loss Reduction
(Ibslyear)*** (Ibslyear)*** (tons/year)
1998 1,354,363.05 297,672.69 250,763.40
1999 765,068.08 144,671.63 145,329.12
2000 2,311,310.44 449,146.30 430,344.62
2001 1,502,867.93 376,943.49 239,723.43
2002 1,650,603.65 363,653.89 282,881.74
2003 1,156,889.80 269,886.84 185,871.04
2004 532,847.28 107,035.77 98,090.74
2005 1,189,873.36 268,783.48 200,792.54
2006 1,998,416.01 436,765.32 354,761.76
2007 4,696,217.54 1,507,301.39 475,458.12
2008 6,102,705.02 1,654,369.18 833,920.46

11
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2009 4,489,721.45 1,181,531.27 609,483.34
2010 6,707,384.86 2,034,200.58 757,289.24
2011 5,991,807.66 1,778,676.60 835,988.79
2012 9,561,068.05 2,904,498.23 1,300,403.03
2013 10,255,717.73 3,085,648.64 1,385,765.88
2014 7,647,439.40 2,612,812.01 718,091.95
2015* 9,471,391.27 3,345,639.16 761,650.29
2016 7,546,054.30 2,928,885.25 439,447.46
2017 10,950,989.45 3,752,694.14 932,950.65
2018 9,661,558.47 3,186,816.08 906,542.36
2019 10,670,179.20 3,715,779.39 877,683.78
2020** 14,189,231.43 5,164,684.23 1,067,314.17

*2015 figures will be adjusted each year asBL) BMPs that werebligated under the 100% $3_funding program are

completed

**2020figures do not include approved BMPs carried forward intd2B¥1that are awaiting completion

***Total N and P Reduction numbers now include estimates for Nutrient Management BMPs

Estimate d Nutrient Reductions from Point Source WQIF -Funded Projects

To date 64 of the67 construction projects with signed grant agreements for the installation of nutrient

reduction technology have initiated operatidfith these projects coming dime, annuahutrient loads
discharged from wastewater plants in the Bay watershed have declined dramé&ticail2009 to 2019,
annual nitrogen discharges were reduced by about 9,940,499 pounds; phosphorus annual loads were
reduced by almost 794,247, exceeding thelme st o n e
nutrients. Because of these ongoing nutrient control upgrades and facilities operating below their design
capacity, point source loads continue to be well below the allocations called for in the WIRIRhd T
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The Water Quality Improvement Fund (WQIF) is a special permanent, nonreverting fund established to
provide Water Quality Improvement Grants in accordance with the providiting Wirginia Water

Quality Improvement Act of 1997. In accordance vth0.1-2134.10f theCode of Virginiathe

Department of Environmental Quality, in consultation with stakeholderisiding representatives of the
Virginia Association of Municipal Wastewater Agencies (VAMWA), local governments, and

conservation organizations, is required to annually determine an estimate of the amount of Water Quality
Improvement grant funding expectto be requested by local governments for projects that are related to
point source pollution and are eligible for grant funding. For the fiscal years 2021 to 2025, an estimate of
$770 million may be required from state funds as well as locality finecmidributions to meet water

quality goals. Approximately 52% of this total ($402 million) could be needed from the WQIF.

Total Estimate = $401,993,765
$160,000,000
$140,000,000
$120,000,000
$100,000,000
$80,000,000
$60,000,000
$40,000,000
$20,000,000
* m N
FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

Figure 1: WQIF Needs Survey Results (FY20217 FY 2025

The methodology for estimating the amount of W&eality Improvement grant funding expected to be
requested by local governments was established by DEQ in consultation with wastewater stakeholders
from VAMWA. An electronic survey was created in consultation with stakeholders and distributed to
significant dischargers in the Chesapeake Bay watershed. During the survey period two virtual tutorial
and question and answer sessions were held with VAMN&Abes. The survey requested: 1) general
information, 2) programmatic information, and 3) total project wath no time horizon. General

information includedhefacility name and contact information. Programmatic information was requested
on future WQIF funding needs over a five year time horizon (FY 2021 to FY 2025). This timeframe was
selected because iegerally aligns with the time horizons of typical Capital Improvement Plans (CIP).
Total estimated project costs were also requested with no specified time horizon. This amount is assumed
to include costs needed for the entire project beyond FY 2025.
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A total of 29 responses to the survey were received identifying a programmatic funding need over the five
year time horizon and total project costs. Programmatic funding need amounts were then multiplied by
the estimated eligible grant percentage for each nelgrd to determine the WQIF eligible funding need.

The grant percentage from the previous WQIF grant for each locality was utilized for the calculation.
Total estimated project costs were also multiplied by the estimated eligible grant percentage for each
locality to determine the total WQIF eligible funding need. Two respondents had not previously received
a WQIF grant, but were assigned percentages based on data available for their respective locations.

The overall project costs for those anticipatingaguest WQIF funds $769,972,729 through FY 2025.

Based on the estimated eligible grant percentage for each respondent, the amount of programmatic WQIF
point source funding needed through FY 2025 is $401,993,765. The following is a breakdown of WQIF
point source funding need by fiscal year:

FY 20217 $18,018,474
FY 20221 $39,792,860
FY 2023i $78,961,097
FY 20241 $147,518,333
FY 20251 $117,703,000

These amounts include estimated funding needed for facilities to meet current permit limits and funding
needed for future Chesapeake Bay WIP Phase lll floating waste load allocations. Additionally, needs
were included for nutrient removal technology and wastewater conveyance infrastructure phajects

are potentially eligible for WQIF funding

Table 1: 2020WQIF Needs Survey Results

WOQIF 20212022 Biennium 20232024Biennium

FY 2025 Total Need
Grants

FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024

Applicant $18,018,474 | $39,792,860 | $78,961,097 | $147,518,333 | $117,703,000 | $401,993,765

TOTALS $57,811,334 $226,479,430 $117,703,000 | $401,993,765

The total estimated project costs identified by respondents is $1,233,697,484. Of that total, the amount of
WQIF eligible project costs is estimated to be $790,972,729. Based on the estimated eligible grant
percentage for eaakrspondent, the amount of WQIF point source funding needed with no specified time
horizon totals $409,343,76%his amount differs from the total need of $401,993,765 for FY 2021

through FY 2025. The difference of $7,350,000 is needed in FY 2026 and beyond
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Table 2 2020WQIF Needs Survey Results Total Project Costs (no time horizon)

Estimated Total Project Costs WQIP Eligible Project Costs Estimated Eligible Grant Amount

$1,233,697,484 $790,972,729 $409,343,765

In order to improve upon the datallection methods, DEQ, with stakeholder participation, intendsto re
evaluate the methodology utilized to determine the estimate of WQIF point source grant requests prior to
conducting the needs assessment next year.
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The purpose of the Stormwater Local Assistance Fund (SLAF) is to provide matching grants to local
governments for the planning, design, and implementation of stormwater best management practices. In
accordance wit § 62.1-44.15:29.20f theCode of Virginiathe Department of Environmental Quality, in
consultation with stakeholders, including representatives of the Variglanicipal Stormwater

Association, local governments, and conservation organizations, is required to annually determine an
estimate of the amount of stormwater local assistance matching grants expected to be requested by local
governments for projectsahare related to planning, designing, and implementing stormwater best
management practices that are eligible for funding from the SLAF. For fiscal years 2021 to 2025, it is
estimated that $267 million could be requested from the SLAF program. Beca@é\thés a matching

grant program, this total represents up to 50% of the total funds expended on stormwater best
management practices, with the other portion being made up by financial contributions from localities.

Total Estimate = $266,574,361
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$50,000,000
$40,000,000
$30,000,000
$20,000,000
$10,000,000
$0
FYy21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25
mRegulated ®Unregulated

Figure 1: 2020 SLAF Needs Survey Reé$is (FY 20217 FY 2025)

The methodology for estimating the amount of stormwater local assistance matching grants expected to be
requested by local governments was established by DEQ in consultation with stormwater stakeholders,
including the VirginiaMunicipal Stormwater Association (VAMSA), Virginia Municipal League (VML),
Virginia Association of Counties (VACO), Chesapeake Bay Foundation (CBF), Northern Virginia
Regional Commission (NVRC), Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC) andnté®e Ja
River Association (JRA). An electronic survey was created in consultation with these stakelotters
distributed to localities. The survey requesté&gl:general, 2) programmatic, and 3) project specific
information from localities. General informatiancluded the locality name and contact information.
Programmatic information was requested on future SLAF funding needs over a five year time horizon (FY
2021 to FY 2025). This timeframe was selected because it generally aligns with the time horigunalof t

local Capital Improvement Plans (CIP) and Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) Permit TMDL
Action Plans. Project specific information supporting the FY 2021 SLAF funding need was requested based
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on the assumption that planning or design imi@tion would be available for projects thag éikely to be
the subject of &Y 2021 SLAF grant application.

A total of 62 responses to the survey were received with varying levels of completeness. Duplicate
responses and responses containing no numedctalor all zeros were removed from the data. A total of

36 localities identified a programmatic funding need over the five year time horizon. Responses from 31 of
those localities identified project specific funding needs for FY 2021. Of the surveyhdesp® that
identified a programmatic need, 30 are regulated as MS4s and 6 are unregulated.

The total amount of SLAF funding needed through FY 2025 to fully fund all needs identified in the survey
is $266,574,361.The following is a breakdown of fundinged by fiscal year:

FY 20217 $49,593,633
FY 20227 $50,910,884
FY 2023i $65,145,300
FY 20241 $49,817,794
FY 20251 $51,106,750

Table 1: 2020SLAF Needs Survey Results

Applicant FY22§;12*022 Biir?i:g;z Fjozzog;iom Bi(::r::]i:(;nm FY 2025 Total Need
Regulated $47,861,633 $49,508,884 $63,506,3000 $47,672,794 $48,863,750 $257,413,361
Unregulated $1,732,000f $1,402,000] $1,639,000 $2,145,000f $2,243,000 $9,161,000

TOTALS $49,593,633 $50,910,884 $65,145,300 $49,817,794 $51,106,750 $266,574,361

*L ocality need amount for F2021 was taken from F2021 project data, all other need amounts were taken frgeab
programmatic data

For the FY 2021 funding need, some localities provided programmatic and project specific data that were
inconsistent. The total funding need of regulated localities for FY 2021, when calculated based on the FY
2021 input in the programmatic five year titmerizon, is $42,756,533. Using project specific data, the

total FY 2021 need i$47,861,633For unregulated localities, the programmatic FY 2021 data show a

need of$1,347,500Project specific FY 2021 data totdl,$32,000 Because the project specifiatd for
regulated localities and unregulated localities represents the most complete data set, these two figures
were used to determine the anticipated total need for FY 2021 of $49,593,633.

In order to improve upon the data collection methods, DEQ, waiteRolder participation, intends tc re
evaluate the methodology utilized to determine the estimate of SLAF grant requests prior to conducting
the needs assessment next year.
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In accordance with subsection C of®1-2128.1 of the Water Quality Improvement Act, the Department

of Conservation and Recreation (DCR)consultation with a stakeholder advisory group (SAG),

including representatives of the mgitural community, the conservation community, and the Soil and

Water Conservation Districtdetermineghe funding needs for effective Soil and Water Conservation

District technical assistance and implementation of agricultural best management practices. Pursuant to §
2.2-1504 of theCode of Virginia DCR must provide to the Governor the annual fundinguartioeeded

for each year of the ensuing biennial period. For the fiscal P82 2030 arevisedestimate of 3.7

billion may be required from state and federal funds as well as farmer financial contributions to meet
water quality goal¢Figure land Talke 1). Approximately40% of this total Gearly$1.1 billion) could be

needed from State sources, the vast majority of which is direct funding of the Virginia Agricultural Cost
Shareg(VACS) Program and support for Soil and Water Conservation Districts nvpleiment th&/ACS

program.

2019 Agricultural Needs Assessment
Remaining Needs 2021-2030
Estimate = $2,724,187,793

District Support
7%

Figure 1: 2020Agricultural Needs Assessment Summary

Virginiabs Phase 3 Chesapeake Bay Total Maxi mum D
[I) was finalized on August 23, 2019. It includes projections through 2025 for best management practices

The pie chart reflects progress made against the WIP commitment from FY2019.
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(BMPs).The methodology for the Agricultural Needs Assaent was revised 2019to more accurately

reflect the commitments made by Virginia in WIP Although Virginia made excellent progress towards

the 2025 nutrient reduction goals as of the 2017 midpoint assessment, a significant increase in agricultural
BMP implementation is needed, most notably for nutrient management on cropland, cover crops, animal
waste storage, poultry litter transport, conservation planning, including Resource Mandgiamghbth

grass and forested riparian buffers, and additibmestock stream exclusioblsing BMP cost data from

Virginia and where BMP data was lacking in Virginia, frtm Chesapeake B&rogramthe following
tableshows therevisedfunding needs$or agricultural BMP implementatiof.hese funding needs are

based on Commonwealpecific estimated costs and Commonweatificific BMP standards and
specifications.

For the Southern Rivers areas, the needs assessment is based on the Chesapeake Bay annual cost
estimates and revised split of /A to the ChesapealBay watershed ang8i0% to lands outside of the

Bay watershed (the Southern Rivers watershed). Recognizing that implementation in the Southern Rivers
is not affected by the 2025 deadline associated with the Chesapeake Bay TMDL, the comparison showed
that usig therevised 7¢80 split as an approximation of the long term Southern Rivers implementation
needs is sufficient. As additional TMDL implementation plans are developed in the Southern Rivers area,
this analysis will be reevaluated.

The total annual imphaentation costs are then divided between the various funding sources: Federal

(35% [assumed]), Stai@0%)and Agricultural Produce26%). The cost of resource management plan
development, using contractors, is currently estimated to average $150,9@@mierthe Chesapeake

Bay watershed and $50,000 per year in the Southern Rivers, however this is expected to increase closer to
2025. This has been excluded from the revised agricultural needs assessment.
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Table 1: 2020Agricultural Needs Assessmerit Biennial Needs Summary with All Data

| Estimated Costs | |2021-2022 Biennium | |2023-2024 Biennium | |2025 Target Year|
2019-2025 FY19 Funding |FY20 Funding ** |FY 21 Fundingd* 2027 202 2024 2024 2026 2021 2024 2029 2030

CHESAPEAKE BAY STATE COST SHARE $14,384,534 | $39,486,279 $24,473,97f $73,952,81B $79,311,50p $84,670,20p $90,028,90L $84,777,33f $84,777,33f  $54,814,70F $54,814,70#  $54,814,70
CHESAPEAKE BAY TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE $2,141,348 |  $6,367,656 $3,883,068 $9,613,86 $10,310,49p $11,007,12f $11,703,75f $11,021,05¢ $11,021,05¢ $7,125,91p  $7,125,91% $7,125,91
CHESAPEAKE BAY PRODUCER PORTIO $37,356,30p $40,705,49 $44,054,67p $47,403,86]L $50,753,04p $52,985,83p $52,985,83F  $34,259,19p $34,259,19p  $34,259,19
CHESAPEAKE BAY FEDERAL PORTION $16,503,312 |[FFY20in progress ~ $52,298,82B $52,861,85 $57,550,718 $62,239,57f $66,928,43p $74,180,17p $74,180,17p $47,962,86p $47,962,86F  $47,962,86
OCB STATE COST SHARE $9,613,603 | $17,608,120 $10,488,848 $31,694,06 $33,990,64p $36,287,23p $38,583,01¢ $36,333,14F $36,333,14ff  $23,492,01p $23,492,01f  $23,492,01
OCB TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE $1,431,125 | $2,890,794 $1,966,93]  $4,461,00 $4,759,568  $5,058,119 $5,356,57] $4,723,309  $4,723,30! $3,053,96¢  $3,053,962 $3,053,96
OCB PRODUCER PORTION $16,009,84p $17,445,21] $44,054,67p $47,403,86]L $50,753,04p $22,708,21p $14,682,51 $14,682,51p $14,682,51p  $14,682,51
OCB FEDERAL POR $16,503,311 [FFY20in progress  $22,413,78B $18,287,95 $22,306,97f $24,316,488 $26,325,99p $31,791,50L $31,791,50 $20,555,514t  $20,555,51f+  $20,555,51
SWCD OPERATIONS FUNDING $7,191,091 | $7,191,091 $7,191,09] $7,191,09 $7,191,09)  $7,191,09)L $7,191,090 $7,191,09]  $7,191,09 $7,191,09)  $7,191,091L $7,191,09

** FY20 cost share excludes $2M
CREP + $750K poulty litter transp|
and Resource Management Plan

* Difference between proposed FY21 state cost share funding compared to FY21 need has been included as an average increase in need for FY22 - F
BrActual federal funding in FFY19 has been averaged and reduced the federal need for FY22 - 25. Actual FFY20 federal will also reduce FY22-FY25.
* FY21 state budget is not final and could change.

|TOTALS

$67,768,324 | $73,543,940

$176,082,67f $256,213,35B | $303,530,35{L $325,577,558 | $347,623,86D | $325,711,65F $317,685,95)L $213,137,76p $213,137,765$2,691,838,70]

Cost of BMPs Needing Single Implementatioi$1,001,597,67
2019 - 2030 In ChesBay
*Annual BMP Portion at 100% implemented $89,311,600

$735,467,345

TOTAL OCB BMP COST
Lump Sum 2019 - 2030 using70/30 split

C,HcXon

*Annual BMPs averaged approx. 17% of WIP FY18 - 20
*Annual BMPs increase FY21 - 26 to 30%, 45%, 60%, 75%, 90%, 1Q@byear cost

Stream Exclusion BMPs $524,346,077
Animal Waste $346,727,680
Cost of Other Non-Annual BMPs $126,463,570
**Animal Mortality Composters $ 4,060,350

STATE TECHNICAL ASSISTANG® OF STATE SHARE ONLY

|AG BMP FUNDING NEEDED TO MEET WIP RY 21

CHESAPEAKE BAY 1X BMP COST $122,631,742
CHESAPEAKE BAY ANNUAL BMP COST $26,793,480
CHESAPEAKE BAY STATE SHARE 40% $59,770,089

CHESAPEAKE BAY PRODUCER PORTION 25%87,356,3065
CHESAPEAKE BAY FEDERAL PORTION 35% $52,298,823

TOTAL OCB BMP COST $64,039,381
OCB STATE SHARE 40% $25,615,752
OCB PRODUCER PORTION 25% $16,009,845
OCB FEDERAL PORTION 35% $22,413,783

*Annual BMPs include cover crops, nutrient management, poultry litter transport

FY21-27 $74,906,582

FY21-30 $34,672,768

FY21-30 $12,646,357

FY21-30 $406,035

FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25 FY26
$122,631,742 $122,631,742$122,631,742  $122,631,742 $122,631,742
$40,190,220 $53,586,960 $66,983,700 $80,380,440 $89,311,600
$65,128,785 $70,487,481 $75,846,177 $81,204,873 $84,777,337
$40,705,491 $44,054,676 $47,403,861 $50,753,046 $52,985,835
$56,987,687 $61,676,546 $66,365,405 $71,054,264 $74,180,170
$69,780,841 $75,522,301 $81,263,761 $87,005,221 $90,832,861
$27,912,336 $30,208,920 $32,505,504 $34,802,083 $36,333,144
$17,445,210 $18,880,575 $20,315,940 $21,751,305 $22,708,215
$24,423,294 $26,432,805 $28,442,316 $30,451,827 $31,791,501

** Animal mortality composters at 15 per year averaging $27069 each
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FY27
$122,631,742
$89,311,600
$84,777,337
$52,985,836
$74,180,170

$90,832,861
$36,333,144
$22,708,215
$31,791,501

FY21-FY30

Revised state cost share and technical assistance needs and federal
funding need will be adjusted annually based on actual budgets

FY28-FY30
$47,725,160
$89,311,600
$54,814,704Cost share needs based on WIP
$34,259,19Ccalculated in 2019
$47,962,866

$58,730,040

$23,492,016Cost share needs based on 30%/70%
$14,682,510WIP need calculated in 2019
$20,555,514
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DCR now has twdProfessional Engineg(PE)andone Engineéng Specialisto assist SWCDs and
farmers.A second Engineering Specialisashired in FY 2020. The total cost is now part of the DCR
budget and therefore has also been excluded from the revised agricultural needs assessment.

A study committee establish@2012 and continued in 2058pportedhe concept that a badechnical
assistane funding amountshould be added to the administrative and operational funding support
provided by the General Assemialgd the total amount shoubeé consideretase fundingThis base
funding would include administrative and operational support inofuBirectosbtravel, resource
management plasupport environmental education suppatam maintenancend a baseline amount for
technical assistance staff.

In 2017, a stakeholder advisory group was established pursuant to the Appropriation Actkdheddsea
group was charged with evaluating methods to stabilize the fluctuations in funding for agricultural best
management practices. One of the recommendations of the stakanolgewas that the VACS

program be maintained at a minimum $35 milliondbag funding levellf the VACS Program received
$35 million in funding, Districts would need a minimum of $4.55 million in technical assistance funding
to provide adequate technical assistance to agricultural producers.

During the 2020 General Assembdybase technical assistance amount of $4.55 million was provided to
Districts as part of the Districtsd reoccurring b
funding is necessary for Districts to adequately provide technical assistance agticeitural

producers.
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#HEADOZREGEAOADAAE A6 EQ\QEMBAOO ¥ DATAT
2ADT OO0

This chapter is submitted to fulfill the pre&ss reporting requirements of 88.1-44.117 and 62:44.118

of theCode of Virginiawhich calls on the Secretary of Natural Resources to plan for the cleanup of the
Chesapeake Bay and Virginiads waters designated
Agency.Thischaptea| s o i ncor por &bopesative Nompointéice®Roltution o n A

Pr o g r raquised in subsection D of § 162127 and théd Wat er shed Pl anning and
R e p orequired in subsection B of § 161193 of theCode of Virginia

Upgrades to wastewater treatment facilities  in the Chesapeake Bay watershed

2020 Progress Report

Nutrient load reductions from the point source sector have been the most reliable reductions achieved
under the Chesapeake BRgtal Maximum Daily Load TMDL). Significantdischargersre regulated

underthe Chesapeake Bay Watersingtrient Discharg&eneral PermitThe general permit includes
wasteload allocations and schedules of compliance when necessary to phase in the necessary treatment
facility upgrades. The general permit also allows point sources to trade nutrient créitisfacility

upgrades can be phased in over a number of years while still meeting TMDL nutrient reduction goals. The
permit was first issued on January 1, 2007 and reissued as of January dn@0Jafuary 1, 2017

Upgrades implemented to ddtaverediwced theannual point sourceutrient load delivered to the Bay

and tidal rivers by approximately million pounds of nitroge50% reductionand647,000pounds of
phosphorug4 7% reduction)compared to the 2009 loads

The currenChesapeake Bay Watersh@dneralPermitincludes additionahutrient reductions for
significant dischargers in the James basin (nitrogen and phospasmesjuired by the Chesapeake Bay
TMDL. Point source nutrient loads are dominated by the James fauilities thataccounted foi76% of
the statewidepoint source nitrogen loads aréo of thestatewidegpoint source phosphorus loads in
2018.

On September 20, 2018, the State Water Control Board gave approval for DEQ to go to public hearing
and comment oamendments to the Water Quality Standards Regulation (9V2622310 (bb)),

addressing the numeric chlorophgltriteria applicable to the tidal James River. The proposed
amendments were the outcome of a sepgarlong effort to update the regulation tvibest available

science, evaluating the protectiveness of the current criteria and determining if revisions were appropriate,
as well as modifying the methods used to assess criteria attainment. The new criteria and assessment
method take into considerati the recommendations of a scientific advisory panel (SAP) and a regulatory
advisory panel (RAP). The final chlorophyll criteria amendments were presented to the State Water
Control Board for adoption &k June 27, 2019 meeting with additional text udgd, in response to
comments received, to describe additional lines of evidence that would be examined to render an
appropriate assessment determination for the aquatic life use iftirhekk" seasonal mean

exceedances were to occHPA subsequentlypproved the new James River numeric chlorophyll criteria
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and they became effective on January 6, 288ditional background information on the revised criteria
can be found on thBEQ Nutrient Criteria Development website

In addition, during the James River chlorophyll study an enhanced water quality model was developed to
simulate chlorophyll concentrations irsponse to varying levels of point source nutrient reduction.

Through the spring and into the early summer of 2020, the model was updated with adjusted climate
change factors and a set of point source nutrient reduction scenarios-wereaeest chloropyll

criteria attainment. Initial resulisdicated that water quality conditions protective of the revised

chlorophyll criteria can be attained with the point sosioamtrolling total phosphorus to near stafe

the-art treatment levels. These results being verified and additional model runs conducted to test if the
location and degree of phosphorus reduction can be scaled back across the watershed and still be effective
at meeting the criteria.

Appendix X of the TMDL identified two phases of addité Total Nitrogenand Total Phosphorous

reductions necessary in the James Basin to medigbalved oxygen§O) criteria. These reductions

have been implemented in the last two phases of the Watershed General Permit and are currently
incorporated iMVAC25-820-80. The only remainingvasteload allocatioreduction yet to be

implemented in the Watershed General Permit is an additional one rpibiordsof Total Nitrogenfrom

the aggregate HRSD James Riwarsteload allocatiarin accordance with Part |.C. of thi¢atershed

General Permitthis reduction irwasteload allocain is effective January 1, 202R.should be noted that
through a combination of facility upgrades, over performance and flows remaining below design capacity,
the Virginia point sources have met the b&sed wasteload allocations in aggregate since. 2012

A Notice of Intended Regulatory Action (NOIRA) was publisliedNovember 25, 2019 in the Virginia
Register tdnitiate modifications to the Water Quality Management Planning (WQMP) Regulation
(9VAC 25-720) to include wasteload allocations that are ptvieof both DO and chlorophyliThis
rulemaking also included the development of floating wasteload allocations for significant municipal
wastewater treatment plants. The floating wasteload allocations are expected to further decrease point
source loadsiithe York and James River basiesable the Commonwealth to meet the overall goals of
the Phase Il WIP and provide a significant margin of safety to ensure chlorophyll criteria are met in the
James River.

TMDL development and implementation for watersi mpacted by toxic
contamination

2020 Progress Report

Bluestone River:The Virginia portion of the Bluestone watershed has impairments for PCBs in fish
tissue and violations of the total PCB water quality criterion in water. To address these impairments,
Virginia and West Virginiaare in discussions with EPA to explore thadibility ofdevelopng an
interstate PCB TMDL. High PCB concentrations detected in the water column during an earlier multistate
collaborative TMDL source investigation study triggered an EPA study and a cleanup effort. For
example, a former Superfundesknown as Lin Electric was remediated for extremely high levels of
PCBs in sediment/sludge. The EPA Superfund program performed additorelial activities within
the Beaver Pond Creek tributary near Bluefield, West VirgMiare recently, Virginigperformeda PCB
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source identificatiomomponent of a TMDIstudy thaincluded instream monitoring during base flow
and high flow conditions. The resufisovided compelling evidence that the P@GBsy be originating
from West Virginia. Based on the poteniiaterstate nature of this projedthe TMDL schedulethas
been delayed

Elizabeth/tidal James Rivers:A PCB fish consumption advisory extends from thelfak in

Richmond, Virginia to the mouth of the James River, and includes the Elizabeth Rives taibdiiaries.

A PCB TMDL currently under development and scheduled for complbi@®22will establish

reductions needed to attain the fish consumption use within these impaired W&&R source
investigationstudyis in the final stagesf completonand will tabulate PCB loadings from several source
categories, or conveyances, from which allocations and reductions will be asEigaegble categories
consist of point sources such as industrial and municipal outfalls, regulated stormwater franedrban
areas as well as known PCB contaminated sites. Contaminated sediment and contributions from
atmospheric deposition are also considered for this study. In order to synthesize all the information as
well as link available PCB sources to the contaminfiséid a PCB fate and transport mogeunder
developnentby the Virginia Institute of Marine Science (VIMS).

James (nontidal)/Jackson/Maury Rivers: The nontidal James Rivebasinis located in central

Virginia. Fiveriver segments were listed for PCB fish consumption advisories beginning in 2004 with the
most recent occurring in 2008. Initial TMDL studies to delineate the geographic distribution and possible
sources of the PCB contamination were initiated in 201 7cantinued throug2019 The purpose of this
intensive monitoring effort is to identify sources of PCBs throughout the impaired watershed in addition
to informing fate and transport of PCBs to assist with the TMDL model development. TMDL
developmenhas bgunand is planned for completion 222

Levisa Fork: A PCB TMDL was completed in April 2010 for the Levisa Farktershed, whicls part of

the Tennessee/Big Sandy River basin. Since TMDL monitoring had not revealed a viable source(s) of the
contaminantthis particular TMDL was submitted to EPA as a phased TMDL. The Virginia Department
of Mines, Minerals and Energleveloped an EPApproved monitoring plan to evaluate PCBs, total
suspended solids (TSS) and total dissolved solids (TDS). Funding to tsoqgmdtoring was limited and
PCB monitoring was dprioritized to concentrate efforts on monitoring of TSS and TD$8dopletion

of the phased TMDLEXxisting monitoring results for instream concentrations suggest focusing future
PCB monitoring on Dismal kéek and Slate Creek will aid in TMDL implementation. More recently,
certainVirginia Pollutant Discharge Elimination SysteMRDES permittedfacilities have been

identified as possible contributors of PCB loads for which pollutant minimization plans) (R@
developed and implemented

Lewis Creek: Lewis Creek is located in the Potord8henandoah River Basin in western Virginia. The
impaired segment of Lewis Creek was first listed for fish consumption advisories in 2004. Initial TMDL
studies to delineatihe geographic distribution and possible sources of the contaminatiopevéremed
during2017into 2019 The purpose of the monitoring is to identify sources of PCBs throughout the
TMDL watershed in addition to informing fate and transport of PCBsdisiawith TMDL model
developmentWhile underway,TMDL development is planned for completion by 2021.
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Mountain Run: The Mountain RunPCB impairment extends frothe Route 15/29 bridge crossing near
Culpeper City approximately 19 miles to the confluence with the Rappahannock River. This waterbody
was listed in 2004 although PCB contamination was originally identified during studies performed back

in the 1970s. PCB monitogrwas initiated in 2013 as part of the source investigation study for TMDL
development. Additional rounds of monitoring also occurred during 2014, 2015, and 2018 with the results
pointing toward the identification of prospective source areas in the Culpeyze A PCB TMDL is

scheduled to be developed and compléted022

New River: The New Riverbeginning at the-77 Bridgeandextendingto theWest Virginia line, has

been the focuef an extensivé®CB sourcenvestigation study due to fish consumptigse impairments.

The study was initiated iB010and has included seveitdrations of ambient river PCB monitoring

within the impairment. Large tributaries such as Peak Creek have also been investigated. In addition, PCB
monitoringof permittedvVPDESfacilities has occurred along with the identification of other prospective
sources such as contaminated sites, atmospheric deposition and contaminated JddiBiehdgical

Systems Engineering (BSBepartment aVirginia Tech completed a TMDL, developtmirestore the

fish consumption use, during the summer of 2@&3allowed by available fundin@EQ intendsto
developanImplementation Plan to assist in identifying and reducing PCB loadings from TMDL non

point source categories with an emphasis oriithktn c at egor i.zed o6 category

North Fork Holston River: This mercury TMDL was completed in 2011. A fish consumption advisory
for mercury extends approximately 81 miles from Saltville, Virginia to the Tennessee state line. While
most of the mercury in the riveriginated from the Olin plant site, this contaminant has been distributed
throughout the floodplain downstream. The TMDL identified that most of the current mercury loadings
come from the watershed and floodplain with lesser amounts from the formiesifgain order to meet

the TMDL loadings, mercury reductions will be needed from all contribuBaginning in2018, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) performed additional instream mercury monitoring under the
Superfund Program asstep in assesing orgoing mercuryloadings from the Olin plant site to the river.
EPA continues their oversight of additional andgming remediation of the former Olin site

Potomac River: A multi-jurisdictional PCB TMDL was completed in 2007. TMDL implementation

activities have beeon goingwithin the Virginia embayments. The VPDES municipal wastewater

treatment facilities that discharge to the embayments have been monitored for theeppESEBs.

Reductions will be necessary in those situations where the assigned TMDL loads are exceeded and will be
addressed through the water permitting process.

Roanoke (Staunton)River: A PCB TMDL was completed in early 2010 for the Roanoke River that

included drainage areas from the headwaters and extended downstream all the way to the Dan River (Kerr
Reservoir). The Roanoke TMDL source investigation study identified two noteworthy PCB sources in the
downstream (Staunton River) portion of the rivere@ecility successfully eliminatel0 percent of the

ongoing PCB load to the river by identifying, treating, and eliminating the source. TMDL

implementation continues at the other significant source and after identifying-fiite aources, is in the

process of performing site modifications that should greatly reduce tgeiog load. A PCB monitoring
requirement is also applicable for an extensive list of VPDES permits throughout the watershed. A
growinglist of pollutant minimization plans (PMPs) todrdss identified contamination have been
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submitted to DEQ from known, active point sourd®glP implementation will continue until appreciable
PCB reductions identified by the TMDL are met.

South and Shenandoah RiversThis mercury TMDL was completed in 20. The South River has a

fish consumption advisory that extends about 150 miles from Waynesboro to the West Virginia state line
via the South River, the South Fork Shenandoah River, and the mainstem Shenandoah River. The primary
source of mercury depogitén the river and floodplain was from releases that occurred during the 21

years that DuPont used mercumythe production of rayoat the facility (19291950) in Waynesboro.
Atmospheric deposition was not identified as a significant mercury sourcdidsSish data from a

reference site upstream of the former DuPont plant site shows safe mercury levels, while fish tissue
samples below the plant contain elevated amounts of mercury. Unfortunately, mercury levels in fish tissue
from this portion of the rivehave not shown a decline since the mercury was discovered in the river in

1976. Remediation and restoration efféaseduce or eliminate mercury contaminatxamtinue through
DEQbs TMDL and Resour ce C@EGRApandNatural RemurcabDachagiRecover y
Assessment regulatory programs, and a significantregulatory sciencbased initiative through the

South River Science Team has been in place since 268Qfart of a $50 million settlement approved by

a federal court in August 2017, DuPdrais agreed to mitigate the environmental harm, including water
quality, caused by the mercury contaminatidarrective action on the DuPont site is scheduled to be
completed by the end of 2020. ©Qningoff-site activities include dam removal, bank stiaitions,

contamination capping in certain floodplain aréaplementing best management practices for livestock
stream exclusion with grazing land management and animal waste control facilities practices, and land
acquisitions to restore habitat.

Dan River Coal Ash Spill and State Response

On February 2, 2014, about 39,000 tons of coal asi2amndllion gallons of ash storageond water were
released into the Dan River from the Duke Energy facility in EdenthiCarolina Coal ash is the
residue generated from burning coal, anyiscally stored at power plants or placed in landfills. Coal
ash has a large variety of ingredientsostly silicon oxide, iron oxide and aluminum oxide, with trace
amounts of arsenic, selemumercury, boron, thallium, cadmium, chlorides, bromine, magnesium,
chromium, copper, nickel, and other metals.

EPA, DEQ, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS), North Carolina Department of Environmental

Quiality, and Duke Energy conducted emergency mespmonitoring to detect any acute affects to

aquatic life over the next 12 months Analytical results for water samples taken by DEQ stdffuat

riverandtwor eservoir stations | ocated in Virginiadbds por
water quality standards for the protection of aquatic life. Sediment taken from the same locations showed
some relatively elevated levels of trace metals, but not above any freshwater ecological screening levels

that DEQ uses to indicate potential conceimg&ddition to the emergency response environmental

monitoring, to protect human health the Virginia Department of Health was involved in finished drinking

water testing with the localities that draw their water from the Dan River (Danville, South Boston

Clarksville). All finished water met state and federal drinking water standards throughout the emergency.

Following the release, the ash was distributed by river flow over the entire length of the Dan River and
into Kerr Reservoir, a distance of ab@0t miles.Longerterm environmental monitoring, aimed at
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detecting any trends in sediment or water column concentrations of trace metals associated with the ash,
was done from 2016 2017.This trendmonitoring plarwascomposed of several elemengurel):

1 Monthly water column and sediment samplindoatr river stations antivo Kerr Reservoir

stations.

9 Fish tissue collection a&ightsites, once at each location annually, during the period September

October.
T n"nBoatabl e

Probabili

sti

co

monitor.i

ng

expanded chemical testing)tato stations; sampling done annually in late summer.

{South Boston) I

FishTissueS

4ADAN0S59.97/FishTissue2 (Above Schoolfield Dam)
Monthly Metals in Water Column and Sediment

FishTissueb
(Near State

Park)

(f\ﬂ
~/"% )

FishTissue3 (Union Street Dam)

FishTissued (Anglers Park)

4ADANO75.22/FishTissuel (Rt 880)

Boatable Probabilistic Site

Monthly Metals in Water Column and Sediment

4ADAND28.90 (Rt 691)
Monthly Metals in Water
Column and Sediment

7 -

'S

FishTissue8 (Clover, VA)
Control Site on Roanoke River

FishTissue7 (Clarksville Marina)

4AROA043.14
(Lake Site April - October)
Monthly Metals in Water
Column and Sediment

4ADANDO42.80 (Rt 62)
Monthly Metals in Water Column and Sediment
Boatable Probabilistic Site

4ADANO0Q.00 (Lake Site April - October)
Monthly Metals in Water Column and Sediment

Figure 1: Map of Dan River Monitoring Program Sites

(habitat,

Because the accumuldtessults indicate that impacts were minimal and trends were essentially in a
positive directioni(e., decreasing concentrations) the Dan River monitoring program has been scaled

back to a few

fisentinel o

si t e s olpmnrmetalslévelsaRish y

sampl

tissue collection continues at a slightly expanded scope, with the addition of five more stations located
within the larger Roanoke and Yadkin River basins, undieeayear gran({through 2022Jrom the

National Fish and Wildl# Foundation (using a portion of the penalty settlement funds paid by Duke
Energy to the federal government). Following is a summary of the results from th@@DaAMonitoring

program

27



FY 2020 CHESAPEAKE BAY AND VIRGINIA WATERS CLEA N-UP PLAN

1 Sediment metals levels remain low, below thresholds of potentiatogrend the astontinues
to bemixed and covered by native sediment to-detectable levels in the biologically active
layer throughout the river.

1 Water column dissolved metals levels remain below water quality standards for both aquatic life
and humarnealth protection.

9 Fish tissue collection and analysis has been completed for all samplesr@kera]) from 2014
through2018 Lab resultsndicatethat uptake by fish does not appear to be a concern for metals
associated with the coal adthere were no major differences or significant variations across the
five years of monitoringwith the exception of chromium in the 2017 results. There was notable
uptick in the number of samples in which chromium was detected above the Method Detection
Limit (MDL) of 0.01 parts per million (ppm), but ongneconcentration in 160 samples was
above the Practical Quantification Limit (PQL) of 0.50 ppm. Even with this result for chromium
in 2017, theeported concentrations afl themetal analytes werelew DE QOGS scr eeni ng
for levels of concerriHowever, for fish taken in the region of the river where there is an existing
consumption advisory due to legacy mercury contamination not associated with the Duke Energy
release, the need for the advisargsconfirmed.

Regarding Statevel compliance actionst as June 25, 2015 meeting, the State Water Control Board
approved an enforcement Consent Order negotiated with Duke Energy that included a $2.5 million
settlement. Under the Order, Duke Energyd@reed to undertake $2.25 million in environmental
projects that benefit Virginia localities affected by the spill. The remaining $250,000 will be placed in a
fund DEQ uses to respond to environmental emergencies.

The monitoring datavasusedin a basinwide Natural Resources Damage Assessment and Restoration
(NRDAR) process led by the Dan River Natural Resource Trustee Council, a group composed of state
and federal natural resourdesstees. The Council finalized an eambstoration plan and kated public

input on specific projects that Duke Enermpuld undertake for environmental improvement and
enhancement in the Dan Riveasin.An April 2019 draft Damage Assessment and Restoration Plan
Reportwasreleased for public review. This reporopides information on quantifying the injuries to

natural resources and resource servieas, (iuman recreation) resulting from the ash release, as well as a
summary of restoration alternatives that have either been completed or are under way, including

1 Mayo River Park Expansion and Land Protectidand along the Mayo River corridor conserved
and transferred to the State Park Systems in North Cardda¢res) and Virginia (214 acres)

1 Pigg River Power Dam Removiakdefunct danhas beememovedreopenng 75 miles of river to
protect federal, state and local trust resources, including the Roanoke Logperch (a
threatened/endangered species), the Trout Heritage Waterway, and a historic dam powerhouse.
The dam removakasthe last obstacle to completeaRklinC o u rs PiggéRiver Blueway.
Environmental monitoring is ongoing to assess the effect dam removal has on the watershed.

1 AbreuGrogan Park Improvemeritscompleted; added a bathroom, deck, handicap access pier,
bank stabilization and other enhancetsao expand rivecentered opportunities for public
recreation and wildlife viewing.

1 Public Boat Ramp (location to be determined, planning in progrésgrove recreational access
to the Dan River for motor boats, canoes and kayaks.
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The proposetNRDAR Consent Decrewas bdged with the federal court daly 19, 2019The Trustees
held two information sessions regarding Restoration Plan ocAugust 6 2019and August 7, 2018
Danville, Virginiaand Eden, Hrth Carolina The sessions provided an oview of the proposal and
projects and held in conjunction with the public comment period for the proposals. Approxima2ély 15
citizens attended each event with one media outlet at each s€xsiSeptember 21, 2020, the Trustees
filed a Motion to Entethe Consent Decree with the court for final approval.

Regulation and Management of Coal Ash Impoundments in Virginia

In response to the Eden, North Carolina coal ash release into the Dan River, DEQ conducted a review of

coal ash impoundment operationsgonVi r gi ni aés waterways. The EPA ha
review of the structural integrity of Virginiads
found to have an unsatisfactory rating.

There are currently7 active coal ash impoundments#ted aninefacilities. The map below identifies

the locations and owner/operators of these units. DEQ shares regulatory oversight with the Virginia
Department of Conservation and Recreafid@R), with DCR having statutory authority over the
permitting,operation, maintenance and decommissioning of impoundment berms under its Dam Safety
Program.

Coal Ash Impoundments in Virginia
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Figure 2: Map of Coal Ash Impoundments in Virginia
EPAGs final rule on the Disposal of Coal Combusti
on April 17, 2015. The federal requirements were

Regulations effective January 27, 2016. The state arddiediles require closu retrofit of existing

wet ash handlingnpoundmentst six electric generating utilities in Virginia (ABP€linch River Plant

and Dominioi® €lover,Bremo, Possum Point, Chesterfield and Chesapeake RRigisie 2) VPDES
permits have been issued for the drawdown and dewatering of the AEP Clinch River, Dominion Bremo
Dominion Chesterfieldnd Dominion Possum Point faciliti€she VPDES permits include monitoring
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requirements; limitations for whole effluent toxicity and me&dsociated with coal combustion
residuals; and other necessary conditions. Wastewater treatment systems have been installed and
dewatering has commenced at the BreRussum Poirand AEP Clinch Rivefacilities. The wastewater
treatment system for theh€sterfield facility is still under constructioA.VPDES permit pplicationis
pending for the Chesapeake fagilit

Closure of the ash impoundments will also include DEQ oversight through waste permitting requirements
including plan reviews, groundwater and surface water monitoringcfossire care requirements, and

other necessary conditiomsdditionally, the GenellgAssembly has passed legislation regarding the

closure of coal astinits (including impoundment&) the Chesapeake Bay Watershed. House Bill
2786/Senate Bill 1355 (20Ma. ActsChs. 650 & 651) effective July 1, 2019 require that coal ash
impoundmentst power stations in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed (Bremo, Chesterfield, Chesapeake,
and Possum Point) must be closed by removal and the coal ash either recycled or disposed of in a modern,
lined landfill. Additionally, the legislation requires that a minimaf®.8 million cubic yards must be

recycled from at least two of the four sites. The legislation also includes additional requirements related to
transportation, public water connection, and continued efforts to redyeeGeneral Assembly passed
additional legislation regarding the closure of coal ash units (including impoundments) located in Giles
and Russell Counties. House Bill 443 (2020 Va. Acts Ch. 563) effective July 1, 2020 requires that coal
ash units at power stations in the named countiésalChnd Glen Lyn) must be closed by removal and

the coal ash either recycled or disposed of in a modern, lined landfill, unless all units completed closure
prior to January 1, 2019. The legislation also includes additional requirements related totatospor

public water connection, and continued efforts to recycle. Solid waste staff are in contact with facilities
impacted by these legislative actions and working to issue permits covering thesel mtjiores.Other

ash impoundments have either ree€i solid waste permits related to closure (Celanese Acetate) or are in
the process of evaluating final closure.

No Discharge Zone (NDZ) designations

2020 Progress Report

Federal Law prohibits the discharge of untreated sewage from vessels within ableawgters. A "No

Di scharge Zoneo (NDZzZ) is an area in which both tr
are prohibited. In 2014, DEQ transmitted four NDZ
peninsula of land separating thetidalPo mac and Rappahannock Rivers) toc
Natural Resources (SNR) for review. The SNR concurred with the applications and submitted them to

EPA - the federal agency with the authority to designate NDZs B&2%f the Clean Water Act dn

enabling regulations at 40 CFR Part 140. EPA has since completed a review of the applications and

provided DEQ with preliminary comments. DEQ and the Northern Neck Planning District Commission

are working together to address thesmmmentsafter which theapplications will be resubmitted to EPA

for continuation of the final determination process.

An NDZ application has been developed for Sarah Creek and Perrin Risucester County,
Virginia. The GoeGreen Gloucester Advisory Committee of tBlwucester County Board of Supervisors,
the Virginia Institute of Marine Science and DEQ worked together to develop the application for Sarah
Creek and Perrin RiveniGloucester County, Virginia public meeing was held on July 27, 201All
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comments reeived were ingpport of the NDZ applicatiodDEQ presented the application to the State

Water Control Board in December 2016 after which it was sent to the SN&/few and transmittal to

EPA.EPA did not initially act on the application bnt2019informed DEQ thait wasready toproceed

with a determinatiorEPAr e quest ed t hat DEQ provide a |l etter af-
interest in an affirmative determination for the application and a verification that the application content

remairs accurateAfter reviewing the application, DEQ made a few minor maodifications after which a

letter and updated application was submitted to EPA in September 2019 for final deterniion.

publisheda public notice fora 30 day comment peridd March202Q No comments were received and

an affirmative determination was publishedtirefederal registeon September 23, 2020

On-site septic systems

2020 Progress Report

The Virginia Department of Health (VDH) Office of Environmental Health Servioekjding 35 local

health districts, implements and oversees the state onsite wastewater program to protect public health and
ground water quality. Across the state, there are approximately 1.1 million onsite sewage systems
including approximately 30,000tarnative onsite sewage systems (AOSS). Roughly 550,000 of the total
onsite sewage systems in Virginia are located in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed.

VDH has been involved with a variety of legislative initiatives aimed at decreasing pollution from onsite
sewage systems across the Commonwealth. HB 2322 {28.1Acts Ch. 42Ppassed in the General
Assembly and was signed by Governor Northam. The bill directs VDH to develop a plan for the oversight
and enforcement by VDH of requirements related to the inspeahd pumpout of onsite sewage

treatment systems. The bill specifies that the plan address localities in the Northern Neck, Middle
Peninsula and Eastern Shore. VDH is working with stakeholders in the identified areas to develop a plan
to transfer the arsight and enforcement of puropt requirements from localities to VDH. The

anticipated goals of the plan are to facilitate a more consistent approach to enforcirgupump
requirements, increase the number of septic poatp occurring, reduce ground wapollution, and
extend the |life of citizensd onsite systems.

Another piece of legislation, HB 2811 (20¥8. Acts Ch. 441 passed in the General Assembly and was
signed by Governor Northam with an immediate enactment clause. The bill amende®&®®flthe
Code of Virginit o desi gnate VDH as a fistate certifying au
certify certain equipment as fApollution control e
The exemption applies to equipment for onséeage systems serving 10 or more households that use
nitrogenreduction processes and technology and that are constructed, wholly or partially, with public

funds. This bill encourages the use of community onsite systems over individual system imstallatio

which provides more pollution reducticBMP # 202601 which implements HB 2811 has gone through

apublic comment process and became effective March 19, 3@2@r VDH has provided certification

of tax exemption for two projects; the Town of Whitergt Sewage Collection and Treatment System

Phase | project and the Catlett Calverton Community Wastewater System project.

In 2019, the Secretaries of Natural Resources, Health and Human Resources, and Commerce and Trade
worked together to form the Wastewatnfrastructure Work Group (Work Group) consisting of
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representatives of DEQ, VDH, Virginia Department of Housing and Community Development, and
Virginia Resources Authority. The goal of the work group is to coordinate and maximize grants to
landowners ad localities to protect water quality, human health and economic disadvantaged
communities from inadequate, failing or failed wastewater systeEinesCenter for Coastal Resources
Management at the College of William & Mary Virginia Institute of Marinee8ce (VIMS), with
partnership and resources from VDH, used regulatory system permit data to create a map identifying
areas in the Chesapeake Bay watershed with consistently higbfraggdic system failures. The Work
Group intends to use this map tofhalentify areas where grant resources could be used with the greatest
impact. Additionally, the Workgroup hasovidedrecommendations for initiatives, research and data
needs to more comprehensively and effectively assess and address wastewatectinfeaiséreds in the
Commonwealth

To assist in the repair of failing onsite sewage systems, VDH was awarded $300,000 from the Virginia
Environmental Endowment (VEE), with an additional $200,000 from the Smithfield Foundation, the
philanthropic arm of Smithfield Foodsc., for a total of$500,000These funds will be used to repair

failing septic systems and remediate illicit sewage discharges (straight pipes) from homes in the

Yarmouth Creek and Morris Creek watersheds in James City County, the Pagan River and Lawnes Creek
watershedsimsll e of Wi ght County and the Lawnes Creek wa
objective is to help homeowners in these watersheds bring their systems into current regulatory

compliance, thereby reducing total nitrogen and fecal coliform loads frormsgstem.

The grant provides homeowners with failing septic systems a financial incentive to upgrade to an
advanced treatment system with nitrogen reduaiido connect to public sewe¥.DH will base cost
share amounts on total household income level.gFamt period runs for no more than three years
(January 1, 2019 to December 31, 2021). During the first year of the grant, funding is available to
homeowners in the four targeted watersheds with a household income of 200 percent or less of the
Federal Poerty Guidelines (FPG) and a failing septic systdm#pril 2020, the program was expand to
include any portion of James City County, Isle of Wight, or Surry located within the James River
watershed. The program was also expand to all income levels.is/@hirently working with 11
property owners to repair failing onsite sewage systems with nitrogen reducing systems or sewer
connections.

In October and November of 2018, VDH sent approximately 8,000 reminder letters to alternative onsite
sewage system (A®5) owners who were out of compliance with annual maintenance. The maintenance
helps to ensure that AOSS are operating correctly and not polluting groundwater. The letter campaign was
largely successful with health districts reporting up to a 60% incieaseeived reports compared to the

same time in 2017.

VDH also worked with the internal communications office and an advertising agency to create a social
media campaign to remind septic system owners to have their system pumped regularly. The video ads
reached citizens in the rural areas of Virginia and helped to increase the number -@iupsimgcurring.

32



FY 2020 CHESAPEAKE BAY AND VIRGINIA WATERS CLEA N-UP PLAN

DEQgrant funding for repairing/replacing failing on  -site septic systems and
straight -pipes

2019 Progress Report 2

DEQ continues to work witbrganizations and localities across Virginia to fund projects that correct
failing septic systems or straigpipes. A majority of these projects are part of larger watershed
restoration and implementation efforts in TMDL implementation areas. DurirRDEY, DEQ provided
$859,292from State and Federal funding and landowner contributeaddress failing or failedeptic
systemgTable 1) Please note that the information covered here does not include septic activity
associated with the Chesapeake BagsBrvation Act.

Table 1: Residential Septic Programi Grant Funded BMPs (7/1/2018 6/30/2019)

Name Number Pogfn e CFU* of Arr;l—ool:ﬁlt of Cb?\?gguwtirl)er:s Total

of BMP Practice Code of BMPs Nitrogen Bacteria Cost-share or Other Cost.of
BMP Installed Reduced Reduced Provided Match Practice
RB-1 Septic Tank Pumpout 422 1,182 2.10E+12| $79,836 $64,313 $144,149
RB-2 Connection to Public Sewe 1 31 4.98E+10 $4,684 $4,684 $9,368
RB-3 Septic Tank System Repai 28 647 1.04E+12 $42,434 $36,690 $79,125

Conventional Onsite Sewag
RB-3R | Systems Full Inspection an 26 601 9.70E+11| $12,212 $10,083 $22,295
Non-permitted Repair

Septic Tank System

RB-4 32 739 1.19E+12| $121,522 $97,748 $219,270
Replacement
Septic Tank System
RB-4P Installation/Replacement 14 324 5.22E+11 $93,643 $78,357 $171,999

with Pump

Installation of Alternative
RB-5 Waste Treatment System 10 231 3.73E+11| $120,064 $93,022 $213,086

Total 533 3,755 6.25E+12| $474,395 $384,897 $859,292

*CFU = colony formingunits

The grant fundsvere utilized insevendifferent riverbasins throughout VirginiaGenerally Soil and
Water Conservation Districtacilitate septic repair and replacements along with overall TMDL
implementationhowever in a few casesotfor-profits, planning district commissions and localities
assisted with the projecf$ables 2 and 3)

2 Dueto the availability of BMP datat the time of this reporting deadlirtee NPS program is nable to provide a
FY 2020 programmatic reportheFY 2019 Reportincluded the first two quarters of FY 20@8ta {/1/2018-
12/31/2018 due to the same deadline isslibe program data included in this report isFdf 2019 activity.
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Table 2: Residential Septic BMPS for Water©utside the Chesapeake Bay Watershed (7/1/201&/30/2019

ersesn | £O | SO | rosicostor | Sacer Recucions| N

Funds Lbs./Year
New River 0 $0 $0 0.00E+00 N/A
RoanokeDan 14 $19,759 $30,422 5.15E+11 292
Tennesse€linch 0 $0 $0 0.00E+00 N/A
Tennesse¢lolston 97 $34,665 $45,154 2.16E+11 132
Upper Roanoke 11 $35,242 $52,703 6.25E+12 3,755
Total 122 $89,666 $128,279 6.99E+12 4,179

Table 3: Residential Septic BMPs for Waters Inside the Chesapeake Bay Watershed (7/1/201&/30/2019

_ _ # of Federal 319(h) and _ Bacteria Nitroggn
River Basin BMPs State WQIF NPS Total Cost of Practice Reductions CFU Reduction
Funds Lbs./Year
JamesAppomattox 46 $61,443 $107,248 5.20E+11 312
JamesRivanna 2 $6,800 $11,646 7.46E+10 46
Middle James 97 $127,478 $227,195 1.26E+12 759
PotomaeShenandoall 45 $51,169 $105,612 5.15E+11 309
Rappahannock 197 $120,155 $247,784 2.63E+12 1,588
York 24 $17,685 $31,530 2.49E+11 148
Total 411 $384,730 $731,014 5.25E+12 3,162
Adoption of cost -effective agricultural best management practices

2020 Progress Report:
Agricultural Cost -Share Programs

DCR administers funds for conservation programs that Soil and Water Conservation Districts deliver to
the agricultural community. Some of these programs include the Virginia Agricultural Best Management
Practices CosBhare Agricultural BMPTax Credit, ad Conservation Reserve Enhancement Programs.
Details on cosshare allocations to Soil and Water Conservation Districts are summarized in @rafpter
this report.

Through funding provided by the General Assembly, Virginia develapdds working to expaha

computerized BMP tracking program to record the implementation and financial data associated with all
implementedBMPsBot h t he VDACS i mpl emented Agricul tural
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)programautilize modules ofthe BMP tracking program to

administer these prograni3uring the last fiscal year, DC&€bntinued taipgrack this applicationThis
Conservation Data Suite has integrated modules that now have the added capacity to interface with those

state agencies thptotect cultural and historic resources as well as threatened and endangered species.
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Agricultural Stewardship Act Program

The Agricultural Stewardship Act (ASA) Program isamplaintbased program by which the
Commissioner of Agriculture and Consumenes receives information alleging water pollution from
agricultural activitiesComplaints alleging that a specific agricultural activity is causing or will cause
water pollution are received by t®mmissioner. If a complaint meets the criteria for investigation, the
Commissioner (through the ASA program staff) contacts the appropriate SWCD about investigating the
alleged water pollutioproblem. If the district declines, the ASA program staff aartsl the investigation

on behalf of the Commissioner. In most cases, a joint investigation involving local district staff and ASA
program staff is performed.

The purpose of the investigation is to determine whether the agricultural activity is causihiganse

water pollution. If no causal link is found, the Commissioner decides that the complaint is unfounded. If
the Commissioner determines that the activity is the cause of pollution, the farmer is given up to 60 days
to develop an agricultural stevaship plan to correct ¢éhidentified water pollution problems. The local
district typically reviews the plan, and the Commissioner will approve the plan when it is determined that
it meets the necessary requirementsaiee the water pollution problem.

The ASA provides the farmer up to six months from the date of the Coronmissir 6 s det er mi nat i
complaint is founded to start implementing the agricultural stewardship plan and up to 18 months from

that date to complete plan implementation. The tinailtkmwvs the farmer to take advantage of suitable

weather conditions forutside work or required construction. If a farmer fails to submit a plan for

approval or implement a plan within the given timeline, the Commissioner takes enforcement action.

The ASAprogram received numerous inquiries regarding possible agricultural pollution during the
program year of April 1, 2019, through March 31, 2020. Feityt of these cases became official
complaints. The official complaints fell into 12 categories accorttinte following types of agricultural
activity: beef (17); equine (8); land conversion (7); cropland (4); dairy (4); swine (2); beef and dairy (1);
beef and cropland (1); beef, cropland, and dairy (1); sod (1); goats and sheep (1); and other (1). There
were also eight different categories of complaints received based on the type of pollution: sediment (16);
nutrients and sediment (9); bacteria, nutrients, and sediment (8); nutrients (6); bacteria and nutrients (5);
bacteria, nutrients, sediment, and tox{2); bacteria and sediment (1); and bacteria (1).

During the program year, 15 (31 percent) of the 48 official complaints were determined to be founded and
required agricultural stewardship plans to address water pollution problems. In each foundédrease,

was sufficient evidence to support the allegations that the agricultural activities were causing or would
cause water pollution. Eighteen (38 percent) of the complaints received during the program year were
determined to be unfounded because therg either insufficient evidence or no evidence of water

pollution. In some instances, farmers involved in the unfounded complaints voluntarily incorporated best
management practices into their operations to prevent more complaints or to prevent pobdieialsp

from becoming founded complaints. Fifteen (31 percent) of the complaints received during the program
year were dismissed for various reasons. Many of the complaints that were dismissed were situations
where a water quality concern existed but veasedied prior to the official investigation. Others were

cases in which the ASA program had no jurisdiction in the matter or were dismissed because insufficient
information was provided by the complainant. In general, farmers involved in the complaint and
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correction process were cooperative in meeting the deadlines set up by the ASA and it was not necessary
to assess any civil penalties. Under the ASA, the Commissioner issues a corrective order when an owner
or operator fails to submit or complete implenagiain of the agricultural stewardship plan based on the
findings of a conference held to receive the facts on a case. There were no corrective orders issued during
the 2019 2020 program year for failure to submit a stewardship plan, implement an approved

stewardship plan, or maintain the measures included in an approved stewardship plan.

Department of Forestry Implementation of Silvicultural Regulation and
Strategic Water Quality and Watershed Protection Initiatives

2020 Progress Report

The mission of the Virginia Department of Forestry (VDOF) is protecting and managing healthy,

sustainable resources for all Virginians. Managing the state forests and working with private forest

owners and communities to assure that the forests of the Gowenalth are major contributors to water
guality and healthy watersheds aligns with the De
and with its Forest Action Plan. Forests provide superior watershed benefits over nearly every other land

use. Silvicultural water quality enforcement, fire suppression, riparian buffers, conserving forested

headwaters, providing for adequate water supplies to downstream communities, land conservation,

restoring Longleaf and Shortleaf pine and American chestildtife habitat management, prescribed

fire, urban and community forestry, and conservagidacation ar&ey VDOF programs.

Silvicultural Water Quality Law Enforcement Actions

In July 1993, the General Assembly of Virgiitiavith the support of the fost industryi enacted the

Virginia Silvicultural Water Quality Law, 80-1-1181.1 through 80.1-1181.7. The law authorizes the

State Forester to assess civil penalties to owners and operators who fail to protect water quality in their
forestry operationsV/irginia is the only state in the southeastern United States that grants enforcement
authority under such a | a292Qthe VDOF was mvoleed @20Wwater e st r y
guality actions initiated under the Silvicultural Law. Of theg#as,none resulted in a Special Order
anEmergencyspecial Order being issued for violations of the.llwaddition, there wer9 failure to

notify violations by timber harvesting contractors during the fiscal.year

Forestry Best Management Practic es (BMPs) for Water Quality

VDOF has been a leader in thenservatiorof forested watersheds since the early 1970s when it

published its first set of Forestry Best Management Practices for Water Quality. The fifth and current

edition of those guidelinesme out in 2011. A statewide audit system has been in place since 1993 to

track trends in BMP implementation and effectiveness. The entire BMP Implementation Monitoring
effort has also been automated to be smwmenpati bl e w
Information System) enterprise database system. The information compiled serves as the basis for VDOF
reporting und e caleNdarryepi0mQi9& percentvof e timbenharvest acres in

Virginia conducted within the boundaries of BBay WatersheevereunderBMPsand95 percent of the

timber harvest acres statewide were under BMIRs.audit also showed thabneof the sites visited had
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any signof activesedimentation present after ttleseoutof a harvesting operatiomhe BMPgoal for

WIP Il is to achieve a 95 percent implementation rate by 2025.

Harvest Inspection Program

The Departmentds

h abegarnghe mid1989paadprovides’VDQFram g r a m

opportunity to educate forestland owners and operators about BidReder quality protection

techniques. In F202Q VDOF field personnatonducted 20,197 inspections on 4,&##%er harvest

sites across Virginia 0204,877acregFigure 3)

The b

ackbone for the Depart ment 6ngprogvant vehich bggarain i t vy
the mid1980s. This program provides VDOF emeone contact with harvest operators and a welcomed

opportunity to educate them on BMPs and the latest water quality protection techniques
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Figure 3: Number of harvests inspected and total number of acres harvested005through 2020
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Cost-Share Assistance

VDOF offers cosshare assistance to timber harvest operators through a priogreed bythe
Commonweal thdés Wat er QMQ@H). Thisyrogramgharesvtte costoftthe F u n d
installation of forestry BMPs on timber harvest sites by harvest contraetwtg stream protection

projects were funded in FX019that are using portable bridges to provide stream crossing protection
across the stduring and after harvesting.

VDOF also offers treplanting grants using the Virginia Trees for Clean Water (VTCW) Program

promoted through an RFP process. The 2020 cycle has allocated $172,946.00 to 28 projects in 25
different HUC12 watersheds utiliziigunds from t he Commonweal t hdés WQIF
projects funded are in highly urbanized parts of the state including Richmond, Virginia Beach,

Fredericksburg and Northern Virginia. Technical assistance by VDOF ISA Certified Arborist staff was
alsoprovided. Projects funded included tree planting for establishment of riparian forest buffers, school

and park plantings and stormwater retrofits that incorporated the use oTtretge, VDOF has assisted

in completing 17%rojects resulting in more th&$,000trees being planted in Virginia communities.

Environmental Impact Reviews

Inits role as a reviewing agency MEQ6 s theWd r gi ni a Depart meWvMDOT)of Tr ans,|
environmental impact review processes, VD&&luateproposed projects to identify the forest

resources that may be impacted; provide assessments; and provide recommendations and comments
pertaining to forest health, conservation, management and mitigation needs aimed at conserving

Vi r gi n stegogrces imkeaping with state executive policy and/or as part of the federal consistency
determination/certification procesghese reviews have resulted in the modification of project footprints

to avoid forest loss and to commitments by project spanto followV DOF Forestry BMPs for Water

Quality in numerous caseBPEQ has also included special forestland mitigation guidance to project

sponsors that was developed\BROF in its environmental impact review instructiod®OF has also

beenpartnermp wi t h t he Commonweal thés other natur al res
footprints ofproposed long, linear infrastructure projects to measure the indirect impacts of forest
fragmentation. VDOF was instrumental in creating the Virginia Foress€rvation Partnership (VFCP).

This partnership was forged to better leverage agency and organization missions; forest conservation and
forest mitigation initiatives, and available conservation financing. The group most recently provided
analysistostate x ecuti ve offices on the potenti al i mpact
construction of multiple proposed projects to assist in refining potential mitigation oMiD@s: also

collaborated with VDOT in identifying potential projects on publicd&im the Shenandoah/ Potomac

River watershed where VDOT could undertake conservation psajectfset the TMDL impact of

proposed road project construction.
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Logger Education

VDOF was involved ir21 Logger education programs Y 2020educatingg04timber harvesting
professionals through the Virginia SHARP Logger Program in cooperation with Virginia Tech and the
Sustainable Forestry Initiative (SFI®) State Implementation Committee. This programalhéedeV/DOF

to assist in trainind.0,317harvesting professionals 847 programs relating to water quality protection
since its inceptiorkigure4 exhibits historical levels of participation in VDOF logger education programs
since 206.
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Figure 4. VDOF logger education: 2006 through 2020

Riparian Forest B uffers Technical Assistance

Ri parian forest buffers (RFB) provide particul ar
provide shade that cools water, capture sediment, store and utilize nutrients, mitigate floodwaters, and
provide essential food, and habitat for both aiguard terrestrial life. Riparian forest buffers serve as one
of the most effective and cesffective water quality improvement practices. Because of this, state and
federal agencies, landowners, and contractors work together to establish ancbesigestbr multiple
values.VDOF has technical assistance responsibility for planning, coordination, and certification of
riparian forest buffer establishment in federal, state, and privatetied programs. VDOF foresters meet
with landowners, assess sitdeyelop sitespecific recommendations, and coordinate with contractors and
owners to successfully establish buffers through tree planting or natural tmeg¥<202Q VDOF

recorded riparian forest buffer establishmen2biisites acres in the Bay wateeshProtecting water

quality in Virginia through the creation and protection of riparian forest buffers is very important, not
only to the VDOF, but also to other state and federal conservation agencies, inbiG&intpe USDA

Farm Service Agency (FSA) drthe Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). While these
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agencies can provide funding to landowners for creating riparian forest buffers, the VDOF provides the
technical forestry expertise in the planning and creation of riparian forest buffers.

Riparian Forest Buffer Tax Credits

For Tax Yea019 VDOF issued Riparian Forest Buffer tax creditsl@@ applications covering,795
acres of retained forested buffers. The tax benefit to forest landownerg3&g2p.5lon timber valued
at $3,258,226.86

Flexible Riparian Buffer Program

DOF is specifically tasked undgr10.1-11050f theCode of Virginiawi t h t he A. . . prevent.
and sedimentation, and maintenance of buffers for water godltg implementation of forested,

vegetated ripariahuffers is therefore a priority. Efforts in Virginia to retain forest land and promote

riparian forest buffers must rely on an array of alternatives that assist and encourage landowners to retain
their forests rather than convert them to other uses amdttre forest cover where it has been last

number of landowner assistance programs have been in place that have resulted in positive improvements

in riparian forest buffe(RFB) establishment. However, these have not reached, or are not suitable for

every ownerandthe Commonwealth is not reaching all potential RFB candidate landawners

Using its strength as a statéde agency with professional field personnel, the VDOF has begun working

with and through partners to identify areas of high potewti@re trees can provide a solution to nutrient,
sediment, ad physical stream challengd$e initiative will target currently unengaged landowners that

have not participated, or who do not qualify éaisting programsPartners, like Soil and Water

Conse vation Districts ( SWgadibosgganizatiattave eften arepdynci es and
identified some of these areas of need. VDOF would provide technical assistance and leverage funding to
implement the buffer practices.

The effort is funded by two gnts: one fronthe Mirginia Environmental EndowmefVEE) andthe other
from theNationd Fish and Wildlife FoundatiotNFWF) through the Chesapeake Bay Foundatfidre

VEE program is focused on the middle portion of the James River and the secondead forttise
Shenandoah/Potomac watershBae goal in each will be to deliver tangible, measurable and meaningful
results, at substantial cost savings, on lands that have been difficult to reach through existing programs
(gaps) and that will help meet the VIl goalsassociated with the James River and the
Shenandoah/Potomac watersh&DOF has long and extensive experience in tree planting and has
found that costs to establish tremtypically be mucHess tharhas been customary witbrest buffer
eshblishmenprogramsPlanning for and effecting the establishment of naturally regendoatsis cost
even lessWith these flexible program¥DOF will serve in the role of the general contractor, which will
help control costs even mowe project goais that sites selected should not compete with existing federal
or state buffer programs.

Easement Program

VDOF administers a conservation easement program to assustainable forest resourBecause

larger blocks of forest potentially provide the &pest range of functions and values, VDOF easements

focus on keeping the forest land base intact, unfragmented, keeping the forest in larger, more manageable
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and functional acreages. VDOF holt34 conservation easements in 60 counties and the City abluff
that permanently protect ov84,000acres of vital forestlandf these 117 easementsonsisting of
30,230acres lie within the Chesapeake Bay watershed.

In FY 2020, the VDOF permanently protect@d,868acres of open space and more tha8miles of
water courses thugh 10 conservation easemefigurof the easementomprisingl,789acres were
within the Chesapeakeal$ watershed.

Forest Management Planning

The Virginia Department of Forestry has a strong role in forest management pfamniinginia

landowners. Forest management plans are a foundational element in meeting the needs of landowners and
meeting the broader resourdgextives of the CommonwealtBecause forests are lotgrm by nature,

proper planning and implementationméns will help meet a variety obgls, including water quality.
Specifically, VDOF professional foresters prepare rmekiource forest management plans that address
forests, timber, wildlife habitat, water quality, soils, andeation.One of the flaghip programs for

these plans is the Forest Stewardship Program, a cooperative effort with the U. S. Forest Service,
Cooperative Forestry sectidhis delivered by VDOF to neindustrial private landowners, who own the
majorityo f Vi r g i nSimdad, squivalent glaag, lke the American Tree Farm Program

certification, or plans assisted by USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service, are prepaveteby
consulting foresterdll of these multiresource management plans address forests ard quatlityas a

required elemenidditionally, VDOF and private foresters prepare forest stawel practice plans for

more direct landowner needs for specific forest management projects, and land use plans that meet county
and state requirements for thgevalue taxation program. VDOF field staff also preparehaevest

plans to assist loggers in planning and strategies for specific areas to be haffestedll aid in

comprehensive resource and watergnedagementn FY 2020VDOF recorded ovet 500 plans for
91,000acres in the Bay Watershed.

Forest management plans lead to implementation of forest manageamitesThese practices are the

very essence of forestry and natural resource managéaminginia. They are actioibased, designed to

meet landowner and resource needs and include harvesting, tree planting, preparing sites, improving
forests, controlling erosion and sedimentation, establishing new forests, controlling invasive species, and
helping b heal streams and watershed®OF field staff provide technical assistance and administer
financial assistance programsimplementingsome ofthese practicesn FY 2020 VDOF recorded over
900forest management projects approximately 32,008cres in the Bay Watershed. More specifically,
VDOF reported tree planting aver600 siteson approximately 22,000 acres in the Bay Waterstéd

this, over400acres were established on previously-fanestedopenland.

VDOF manages 25 State Forests that c6@e44lacres.These are operational, working forests that are
managed for multiple uses including demonstration, research, watershed protection, timber,avittlife,
recreationThey have recently been certified Bystainable Forestry Initiative (SFI) and the American

Tree Farm System standards, which includes rigorous water quality and&egiement Practice
StandardsAdditionally, VDOF operates two tree seedling nurseries, offering over 40 species of trees and
shrubs that meet Virginiads for needs reforestat.i
Each year, the nurseries produce approximately 30 million seedlings.
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Urban Tree Canopy Program

The Virginia Urban Tree Canopy program assistsroamities by providing both coshare funding and
technical assistance to plant and maintain more trees on both public and private land. These trees will
provide green stormwater infrastructure benefits, thereby improving water quality across Virginia and
specifcally, in the Chesapeake BdySFS Urban and Community Forestry Program (U&CF) will also
support Urban Tree Canopy (UTC) analyses, tree inventories and urban forest management plans for
communities to give them better data and encourage better emagiaigof existing canopy. With the

newly added Tree PlantiigCanopy BMPs for the WIP Ill, a tracking platform for both communities

and private citizens is being develogedelp with reporting new tree plantings using ESRI® software.
Thisinnovativeprpect tracking application is titled, fMy
of tracking projects of multiple scales from individual tree to partner group-aartiFunding will also

be used to educate communities on how to use the platfortra€king and reporting

Healthy Watershed Forest/TMDL Project

Since 2015, VDOF has partnered with other Chesapeake Bay jurisdictions and internally within Virginia
with the Rappahannock River Basin Commission and other partners in leading a laisdslegpe
Chesapeake Bay wide initiative called the Healthy Watershed Forest/TMDL project. In Phase | of the
project, Virginia successfully quantified that the value of retaining more forestland to meet Chesapeake
Bay TMDL requirements could offset TMDL managemhinvestments and, thereby, save up to $125
million in the pilot study area alone. RBhase I, Virginia partnered with Pennsylvania which peer

revi ewed and vRhase IdaantificdtiorVmethadolagy by dpplying it tBemnsylvania
watershd study area. In Virginia, the project team engaged in more than 60 discussion and discovery
sessions in the field over a ydang period to determine what is needed from the perspective of local
leadersand landownerso prioritize forestland retentiorsa landuse planning option to meet

Chesapeake Bay Watershed goals. The findings of Phases | and Il of the project contributed significantly
to the December 2017 decision of the Chesapeake Bay Program management committee to credit
forestland retentioasa BMPin the 6.0 version of the TMDL model. In addition, the Virginia General
Assembly in its 2018 session legislated some of the changes recommended by the lodaiiies ih

aimed at prioritizing forestland retention to meet water quality objectives

Phase Il of the project began in the spring of 2018 and will continue for up to two years. Funding is
provided by the Chesapeake Bapgram through the Chesapeake Bay Trust and the U.S. Endowment
for Forests and CommunitieRhase Illhas three task$i) Work with two Virginiacounties(Orange and
Essex) to revise policiemdordinances to incentivize retention of forest and agricultural lands; (2) Create
a working financial model to incentivize private sector investment ($50M+) in land consea@on
landscape scale and on a leélagm sustainable basis: and (3) Coordinate with other Chesapeake Bay
Program workgroups to integrate findings with those of other initiatives to institutionalize results across
all Bay jurisdictions.

Carbon values have b selected as a water quality proxy to provide income streams and incentives for
landowners and rural localities. Carbon offers the potential for aggregating interested landowner holdings
so they can be offered at scale and with the market convenienoedemp attract largecak private

capital investmentssur t her, the project is focusing on Virgi
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(EDASs) as an aggregating mechanism. Adapting the EDA structure to carbon as a proxy for water quality
enables a roleof counties, combined by choice, into a regional (watershed basin) entity to exercise the
authorities granted within the EDA. The General Assembly passed legislation signed by the Governor in
the 2019 | egislative sessigeagatingooleenabl e EDAGs t o

Implementing the findings and recommendations of the Healthy Watersheds/Forest project have been
i ncorporated into VProjetedouteomes in\202®areltHe treason and inckugion e s .
of the legal framework in order t@mplete the aggregation of landowners within the EDA as well as the
addition of Fauquie€County to the process.

Assessments of Forestland Change

VDOF is compiling and incorporating assessments of forestland change from other agencies, states,
universitiesand conservation groups to better inform urban forestry policies, including state forest
resources assessments, wildlife action plans andeggonal assessments.

Vital Habitat

VDOF is working with landowners, other agencies and partners to restorestiedriree species and

related habitats, specifically longleaf and shortleaf pine. Both exhibit the attributes of good quality,

value, adaptability to fire and drier conditions, and providing unique associated plant communities and
habitats. These attribes have drawn landowners and agencies to these target species, which has resulted
in additional commitment and investment in tree planting, forest improvement and restoration, and land
conservation. Significant efforts made toward longleaf and shopileafrestoration in F2020. include

the first operational harvest of longleaf cones from the VDOF seed orchard (New Kent) in addition to

wild seed collection; and the production of over 125,000 longleaf pine and almost 200,000 shortleaf pine
seedlings a¥ DOF nurseries to support these restoration efforts.
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Implement ation of Nutrient Management Planning

2020 Progress Report

Currently, there are over 353,762 active nutrient management planned acres in the Commonwealth that

were developed by DCR stdqffable 4)

Table 4: DCR Nutrient Management Planning

Crop Hay Acres | Pasture Acres Specialty Total Acres
Acres Acres
Chesapeake Bay Watersheg 135,218 54,745 44,497 2,332 236,792
Outside the Chesapeake B| 66,936 26,895 22,868 270 116,969
Watershed
Totals 202,154 81,640 67,365 2,602 353,761

As required by 80.1-:104.50f theCode of Virginia all golf courses have obtained and are implementing
nutrient management plans. DCR continues to work with the golf courses to ensure the nutrient

managemenplans are updated and revised as required by law.

Total urban aeaswith nutrient management nosxceed32,343.4acres Becausef reporting/data

collection limitationsthe total urban acres with nutrient management is not reflective of the actual
amountof urban acres with nutrient managent. The actual acreage is mungher.Section3.2-3602.1

of theCode of Virginiaapplies to the application of regulateaducts (fertilizer) to nonagricultural

property. It calls for training requirements, establishment of proper nutrient management practices
N u t r,ancreportinylreaquisements fom t

(according to

Virginiabs

St an

contractapplicators who apply fertilizer to more than 100 acres as well as for employees, representatives,
or agents of state agencies, localities, or other governmental entities who apply fertilizer to

nonagricultural lands. Thetal acreage reported ¥WDACS is notcurrentlyreflectedin the total urban

acres with nutrient management. DCR estimateadléionalacreage isoughly115,000acres The

VDACS acreage combined with the acreage reported through DCR natid@aigemenplannerannuai

activity reports for equired nutrient management plans on golf coutsealities withDEQ municipal

separate storm sewer system (MSzeymits and stateowned land, covers the majority of fertilization of

nonagricultural land in the state thahanagedy professionals.

During the 201%nd 2020General Assembly Session, funding was provided for nonpoint source
reduction projects including the poultry litter transport incentive program. Utilizing the additional funding

provided, DCR has expanded the transport program liad@@ccomack County while still maintaining

programs in Page and Rockingham counties. An agreement with the Virginia Poultry Federation allows

DCR to leverage the state funding providad.a strategy in WIP 111, poultry litter transported frohese

three key countieseedto increase from 5,0006,000 tons annuallio approximately 89,000 tons

annuallyby year 2025

Funding appropriated by the 2048d 20205eneral Assembly will provide $900,000 for direct pay grant
opportunities for certified nutriemhanagement planners. These funds will pay for the development,
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revision, and verified implementation of nutrient management plans, particularly in counties with fewer
plans, which will assist the Commonwealth in reaching its water quality goals.

In orderto continue progress toward meeting goals for the ChesapeakieMBaly, DCR has dedicated

certain certified nutrient management staff to work exclusively with small dairies and other small farms to
develop nutrient management plafibere aréb11 dairies in Virginia Seventytwo permitted an®44
unpermitted dairies have nutrient management plans.-8negf these permitted operations have current
nutrient management plans, althoddhhave expired plans that are being reneagdf June 30, 202

DCR staff develops nutrient management plans for the majority of the animal operations in the
Commonwealth. All nutrient management plans involving the use of biosolids must be approved by DCR
as well as many of the nutrient managementgtiaat utilize manure as a ferker.

DCR has developed a new module, NutMan 4, which is completely integrated with the existing
Conservation Application Suite. This new module collects data in a more systematic and thorough
manner and allows for more accurate repgrand data collection. NutMan 4 is being implemented with
DCR certified nutrient management planners and DCR private sector contractors and is anticipated to be
utilized by additional private nutrient management plannefsYo2021.

Implementation of and compliance with erosion and sediment control
programs

2020 Progress Report

From July 2019 through June 20208e main focus of DEQ central and regional office staff has been
assisting local governments with the implementation of their local stormwategemeat programs,

which includes addressing erosion and sediment control in a manner that is consistent with the Erosion
and Sediment Control Law and attendant regulatibEs) central office staff performed six local
government erosion and sediment conprolgram audits during the reporting peribdEQ regional

office staff continued to visit small and large construction activities to perform site inspections for
compliance with th019Construction General Permit, which includes addressing erosion dintesé
control in a manner that is consistent with the Erosion and Sediment Control Law and attendant
regulations.

Implement ation of stormwater management program

2020 Progress Report

During the reporting perigaho local governmentsequested oreceived approvab managéocal

stormwater management programmety-four local governments continued to implement their

previously approved local stormwater management programs with the assistance of DEQ central and
regional office staffln addition DEQ central office stafind local governmentntinued to process

coverage under theéonstruction General Permit using thesrmwater Construction General Permit

System. This online system enables local stormwater management programs to continunateoor
their efforts with DEQO6s i ssuance, modi ficati on,
coverageFrom July2019through Jun02Q new {.e, first-time) coverage under tt#19Construction
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General Permitvasapproved foB39land-disturbing activitiesvhere DEQ is théocal Virginia

Stormwater Managememrogram (VSMP)authorityandnewcoverage under tH2019Construction

General Permitaras approved fot,444land-disturbing activities statewid®EQ regional office staff
continued to visit small and large construction activities to perform site inspections for compliance with
the2019Construction General PermidnJuly 1, 2019, the 2019 Construction General Pelbratame
effectivereplacing the 2014 Construction Generainfle

Authorization of Stormwater Local Assistance Fund Project Funding List

In order to reduce nonpoint source pollution from stormwater runoff, the Virginia General Assembly

included Item 360 in Chapt8060f the2013Act s of Assembl ysZ013BudgetBilb)mmo n we a
which created and set forth specific parameters for the administration of the Stormwater Local Assistance

Fund (SLAF). The purpose of the Fund is to provide matching grants to local governments for the

planning, design, and implementatiof stormwateBMPsthat address cost efficiency and commitments

related to reducing pollutantloatiso t he st at eldacorslance fwiththat legistation, the

State Water Control Board approved Guidelines for the implementation of the@bgfam. The

Guidelines call for an annual solicitation of applications, an application review and ranking process, and

the authorization of a Project Funding List (PFL) by the DEQ Director.

The General Assembly provided $35 million in bond funds for SIPAFY 2014 and $20 million more in
FY 2015. In the first cycle of SLAF fundin@EQ funded71 projects in 31 localities totaling
$22,937,158In the second cycle of SLAF funding, DEQ authorized funding for 64 projects in 25
localities totaling $21,488,77&heremaining funds were carried over to be combined with the additional
$5 million in appropriations provided by the General Assembly in FY 2016e third cycle of SLAF
funding, DEQ authorized funding for 17 projects in 17 localities, totdi81486,209The General

Assembly made $20 million in bond funds available for the FY 2017 solicitation. DEQ authorized 41
projects from 26 localities totaling $19,855,9&8r the FY 2019 solicitation, the General Assembly

made $20 million in bond funds alable which resulted in 15 localities with 24 projects being
authorized.

In FY 2020, DEQ authorized $18,000,000 in funding for 22 projects and one nutrient credit purchase
from 15 localities utilizing $10,000,000 in bond authorization from the Genesalinitdy and $8,000,000
in carryover funds.

As of June 30, 2020, the six funding cycles of SLAF grants have resulted in 37 localities that signed grant
agreements to implement 138 projects, totaling $63,630,146 wsltast. Additionally, 32 projects

authoized for funding from the solicitations (19 from the first cycle, nine from the second, one from the
third cycle and three from the fourth cycle) have been withdrawn by the localities.
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Virginia Clean Water Revolving Loan Fund

For FY 2020 (the period Jull, 20191 June 30, 2020), the Virginia Clean Water Revolving Loan Fund
(VCWRLF) allocated roughly $659 million in loan funds to 25 localities for wastewater and stormwater
infrastructure projects and one brownfield remediafidre Virginia Clean Water Relving Loan Fund
(VCWRLF) was created in 1987 and DEQ, on behalf of the State Water Control Board (SWCB), manages
the VCWRLF.The VCWRLF provides financial assistance in the form ofilet@rest loans to local
governments for needed improvements at plybbevned wastewater treatment facilities and collection
systems. In 1999, 2001, 2003, 2010 and 2016s¢bpe of VCWRLF activity was expanded by the State
Water Control Board and DEQ implemented additional programs to provide low interest loans related to
agricultural and other ngpoint source water quality issues

From 1988 to 2019, under the VCWRLF Program, DEQ has authorized over 665 projects, providing $3.4
billion in subsidized loan funds for projects in the Chesapeake Bay Watershed and Southern Rive
Eligible costs include the planning and design to upgrade, rehabilitate, and/or expand wastewater
treatment plants; the remediation of brownfields; purchase of land for the purpose of conservation;
installation of living shorelines; and constructiorstdrmwater best management practices (BMPs) and
agricultural BMPs.

Local government implementation and compliance with requirements of the
Chesapeake Bay Preservation Act

2020 Progress Report

Chesapeake Bay Preservation A&£BPA) compliance reviewsontinued to be conducted for the
Tidewaterocalitiessubject tahe CBPA. DEQ Local Government Assistance Program staff have been
working to ensure that a periodic (every five years) compliance review is completed for all local programs
in the 84 CBPA loalities With 76 localities now through the compliance review process, and being

found fully compliant or working to resolve conditions under a Corrective Action Agree@lecglities

remain scheduled to undergo a corapte review in the near futuié.a DEQ review reveals conditions

that must be addressed by a locality in ordeitfqerogram to come into compliance with tB8PA and
thelocality does not meet the conditionsdny establishedeadline, a warning letter issuedwith a short
deadlineto comply. The review ipassedoh 0 DEQ6s Enf orcement Division
comply with the conditions after the established deadline.

During these compliance reviews, staff assess whether or not the locality is implementingwatier

quality conservation assessments for all active agricultural lands, the status of the water quality provisions
of the local comprehensive plans, how well local governments are ensuring that impervious cover is
minimized, indigenous vegetation is maintaied land disturbance is minimized on approved

development projects and septic tank pump out requireraemtset As part of the compliance review

process, localities are required to submit annual reports on their continued implementatidoB# Ahe

Basal on the2019annual report cycl@lanuary 1201917 December 312019, 143soil andwater quality
conservation assessmeatsagricultural landvere conducted antd,780septic systems were pumped

out.
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Chesapeake Bay Total Maximum Daily Load Implementation

2020 Progress Report

Thefollowing graphs shows the modeled annual nitrogen, phosphorus and sedimentdciaidg tbe
Chesapeake Bay from Virginia based on the Ph&deeSapeake Bay Watershed mdgédjures 57).

Each of the bars represents the estimated annual loads reaching the Chesapeake Bay from Virginia for
20092019 The last bar on the right shows thedabestimated annual loads that would result from full
implementation of the BMPs identified in Virginia's Phase Il WIP in 2@2&h of the colors stacked in

the bars represents the annual loads from the various sectors (natural, agriculture, deegitiped
wastewater).
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For additionainformation on the Chesapeake Bay TMRIssociatedmplementatioreffortsand
progressplease visithe DEQ Chesapeake Bay Programs webpaygithe Chesapeake Bay Program's

ChesapeakeStatebsite
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Development of TMDL reports, implementation plans, and implementation
projects

Development of Total Maximum Daily Load Reports
2020 Progress Report

As of June202Q 12 newTMDL equations, each representing a watershed area draining to impaired
surface waters, have been EPA approved since2®8 Thefigure below shows the number of TMDL
equations by pollutant set across Virginia sirieeihception of the TMDL prograffrigure8).

540

IS
N
e

450 m Local TMDLs

M Chesapeake Bay TMDLs
360 P Y

180

# of TMDLs
%]
~J
o S
pce I
E. Coli NN
Enterococci [l 3
. N
Fecal Coliform [N
o
w
w0
Sediment [N =2
Ul
o
w
w

o0 20/39°
3 2 5 1 1 1 1 4 1 l I 6 1 1 1 10 1 9
—_ N —— A -_ " mm . mm
[1°] T [H] ¥ = o @ > 1= 2] c v v 2] c wn 7] L] > [
fud O - =] © e
§ & T £ 8 8 8% 3 & 8L 3 212 8 8/ % 2 £ 3
£ s & & - & & £ 9|2 A & & @ 2 & F E
£ £ £ O ® s zZ £ 2 - v 9 0O 8 5 x o
< il B 5 z 3 g £ g 2 8 = g
= 3 & e B 5 2 3 5
0w a © g’ & =
a
g 13 3 =
2 = ©
2 o o
=) = =
L
Toxics Bacteria Nutrients  Sediment Organic Other
6% 68% 10% 13% 1% 2%

Figure 8: TMDL Equations by Pollutant®

Based on th@018Integrated Report, Virginia estimates tBad60miles of rivers81,744acres of lake,
and2,044square miles of estuary will require TMDL developmierthe coming years. To maintain a
robust pace of TMDL development with level funding, Virginia has developed several strategies
including a) developing TMDLSs using a watershed approach to address multiple impairments in

L The graph includesMDL equations reported previously and newly adopted equations. In some instances, previously
established TMDLs were superseded by revised TMDLs. Supersession can be one equation replacing another or one equation
replacing many equations.
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watersheds with similar charactics; b) developing TMDLs #house; ¢) identifying neiiMDL

solutions, such as plans that outline BMP implementation strategies in predominantly nonpoint source
(NPS) polluted watersheds; and d) developing TMDLSs that are more easily implemented. Virginia
continues to explore tools and options for restoring and protecting water quality, both for environmental
benefit and efficient program management.

Starting in the winter of 2014, states, including Virginia, began prioritizing watersheds for TMDL or
TMDL alternative development for the approachangyearwindow (20162022). Watersheds are
prioritized for TMDL development based on types of impairment, public interest, available monitoring,
regional input, and available funding. DEQ embarked on data amébysientify highest priority
watersheds, particularly those that appear to be valued for the impaired designated use. All of the
prioritized watersheds for TMDL or TMDL alternative development during ZI& were assembled

into a list and public notickfor public comment on July 27, 2015. Only one comment was received and
addressed by DEQ. It did not result in any changes to the priorities list that was then finalized following
the close of the 3@ay public comment period and submitted to EPA. Afteswamonths of

implementing the priorities list, EPA announced that states could revise their priorities lists and include
TMDL revisions in the list. Accordingly, in the winter of 2016 DEQ revised the list of prioritized
impaired waters and public noticgdor public comment on April 4, 2016. The comment period closed

on May 4, 2016 with no comments receivAdainin 2018, EPA gave states the opportunity to adjust
their priorities lists to adapt to changes in program resources. This revised list Vi@asgtided for

public comment on Apri2, 2018. The comment period ended on May 4th, 2018 with no comments
receivedFollowing the close of the public comment period, the list of priorities was finalized and
submitted to EPAMost recently, EPA grantedfimal opportunity to adjust state priorities. In May 2019,
DEQ revised (and EPA approved) its priorities to promote all benthic impairments that were previously
internal priorities, not committed to EPA, to be formal priorities that are committed to EeAatteria
priorities that were previously formal priorities were thenvawbto be internal prioritiedhis revision

was necessary to reflect changes in program resources. The rerd@ib&2P22 TMDL program
priorities can be foundovii r gi ni ads . TMDL website

Development of TMDL Implementation Plans
2020 Progress Report

Virginia law (1997 Water Quality Monitoring, Information, and Restoration Act, 88 @2.19:4

through 19:8 of th€ode of Virginiaor WQMIRA) requireghe development and implementation of a

plan (including a TMDL when appropriate) to achieve fully saripg status for impaired wateFhe

development of@almplementatio® an (1 P) is Virginiabds mechanism f ¢
sources inmpairedwatersheds. The IRportincludes: water qualitygoals, control measeirgoalsa

schedule otorrective actiongnonitoringstrategyandassociated costs and benefits of implementation

DEQ, along with other agency and ragency partners, continues to devedop implementPs

throughout Virginia. In FY202Q0 DEQ and partnersompleted IPs cowering 16 impairments In

addition,5 IPs coveringh4 impairments were under development at the end of the fiscal year.

The graph below summarizes implementation planning progiess the program inceptioBince 2001,
Virginia has complete@5 IPs, addresing588impairmentqFigure9).
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Figure 9: Cumulative Summary of Implementation Plan Developmen{July 20011 June 2020)

As funding limitations have continued over the years, it has become increasingly important to evolve the
implementation planning program. DEQcientinuing to evaluatthe prioritization methods of

developing implementation plans, as well as how theses alige written. More efforts are being placed

on producing joint TMDLIP reports, exploring TMDL alternatives, evaluating larger watershed areas,
pursuing more watershdmhsed plans and simplifying modeling efforts. These efforts have allowed the
implemenation planning program to seek new opportunjtiesludingperforming more development

work in-house.

A list of all completed mplementatiorPlansthrough June 20218 provided in the table belo@ableb).
Bacteria and sediment continue to be the masincon pollutants addressed through implementation
planning.More information on Implementation Plans completed or under development can be found on
DEQbs | mplementation Planning webpage.
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Table 5: Completed Implementation Plans (January 2001 June 2020

Watershed (# of impairments / # of impaired Fiscal year
segments) Location (county or city) | Impairment Lead Completed
Middle Fork Holston (3/3) Washington Bc DCR 2001
North River (Muddy, Lower Dry, Pleasant, and Mill | Rockingham Bc, Be
Creek) (5/4) (Nitrate) DCR 2001
Upper Blackwater River (4/4) Franklin Bc DCR 2001
Catoctin Creek (4/4) Loudoun Bc DCR 2004
Holmans Creek (2/2) Shenandoah Bc, Be (sed)] DCR 2004
Four Mile Run (1/1) Arlington, Alexandria Bc DEQ 2004
Willis River (1/1) Cumberland, Buckingham Bc DCR 2005
Chowan Study Area (9/9) Multiple Counties Bc DEQ 2005
Moores Creek (1/1) Charlottesville Albemarle Bc DEQ 2005
Guest River (5/5) Wise, Scott, Dickenson Be (sed) DEQ 2005
Lower Blackwater, Maggoddee and Gills Creek (3/3| Franklin Bc DCR 2005
Lynnhaven (shellfish) (2/2) VA Beach Bc DEQ 2005
Cooks Creek and Blacks Run (6/2) RockinghamHarrisonburg Bc,&BS)(sed DCR 2006
Thumb, Deep, Carter and Great Runs (4/4) Fauquier, Stafford Bc DCR 2006
Big Otter (8/8) Bedford, Campbell Bc DCR 2006
Mill and Dodd Creeks (2/2) Floyd, Montgomery Bc DCR 2006
Little and Beaver Creek (3/2) Bristol, Washington Bc, Be (sed)] DCR 2006
Stroubles Creek (1/1) Montgomery Be (sed) DEQ 2006
Back Creek (2/1) Pulaski Bc, Be (sed)| DEQ 2006
Abrams and Opequon Creek (8/5) Frederick, Winchester Bc, Be (sed)| DEQ 2006
Knox and PawPaw Creek (4/2) Buchanan Bc, Be(sed) DEQ 2007
Hawksbill and Mill Creek (2/2) Page Bc DCR 2007
Looney Creek (1/1) Botetourt Bc DCR 2007
Upper Clinch River (1/1) Tazewell Be (sed) DCR 2008
Occahannock Creek (shellfish) (1/1) Accomack Bc DCR 2008
Falling River (1/1) Campbell Appomattox Bc DCR 2008
Dumps Creek (2/1) Russell TSS, TDS DEQ 2008
Bluestone River (2/1) Tazewell, Bluefield Bc, Be (sed)] DCR 2008
Smith Creek (2/1) Rockingham, Shenandoal] Bc, Be (sed)] DEQ 2008
Appomgttox Rivei Sprlng Creek, Briery Creek, Bus| Prince Edward, Amelia Be DCR 2008
River, Little Sandy River and Saylers Creek (5/5)
Appomattox Riveii Flat, Nibbs, Deep and West Amelia, Nottoway Bc DCR 2008
Creeks (4/4)
Straight Creek, Stone Creek and Tributaries (3/3) | Lee Bc, Be (sed)] DEQ 2009
Long GladeRun, Mossy Creek and Naked Creek (5/ Augusta, Rockingham Bc, Be (sed)] DCR 2009
Back Bay Watershed (1/1) City of Virginia Beach Bc DEQ 2009
North Landing Watershed (4/4) City of Virginia Beach Bc DEQ 2009
Pigg River and Old Womans Creek (8/8) Franklin, Pittsylvania Bc DEQ 2009
Cub, Turnip, Buffalo and UT Buffalo Creeks (4/4) Appomattox, Charlotte Bc DCR 2009
Hazel River Watershed (4/4) Culpeper, Madison, Bc DCR 2009
Rappahannock
Greenvale Creek, Paynes Creek and Beach Creek | Lancaster Bc DCR 2010

(shellfish)(3/2)
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Watershed (# of impairments / # of impaired Fiscal year
segments) Location (county or city) | Impairment Lead Completed
Ash Camp and Twittyds C| Charlotte Be (sed) DCR 2010
Upper & Lower Middle River, Moffett Creek & Augusta Bc, Be (sed)| DCR 2010
Polecat (7/5)
Mill and Powhatan Creek (2/2) James City County Bc DEQ 2010
Lewis Creek (1/1) Russell Be (sed) DCR 2010
Browns, Craig and Marsh Runs (3/3) Fauquier Bc DCR 2010
Little Dark Run and Robinson River (3/3) Culpeper & Madison Bc DCR 2010
Rock Island, Austin, Frisby, Troublesome Creeks, | Buckingham
North and Slate Rivers (6/{3) ’ Be DCR 2010
Hays,Moffatts, Otts and Walker Creeks (4/4) Augusta & Rockbridge Bc DCR 2010
Christians Creek and South River (6/3) Augusta & Waynesboro Bc, Be (sed)] DCR 2010
S.out.h James River, vy, Tomahawk, Burton, Judith,|] Campbell, Bedford, Bc DEQ 2010
Fishing, Blackwater and Beaver Creeks (8/8) Amherst, Lynchburg
Nansemond River, Shingle Creek (3/3) Suffolk Bc DEQ 2010
Cherrystone Inlet, Kings Creek (shellfish) (1/1) Northampton Bc DCR 2011
Roanoke River Watershe@idJpper Banister River anq Pittsylvania
Stinking River,Bearskin, Cherrystone and Whitethor Bc DCR 2011
Creeks (5/5)
York Basin WatershedsBeaver Creek, Goldmine Louisa, Orange,
Creek, Mountain Run, Pamunkey Creek, Plentiful Spotsylvania Bc DCR 2011
Creek, Terryébés Run (6/6
James RiveWatershedsJames River and Bernards, | Chesterfield, Powatan,
Powhite Reedy, Gilles, Almond, Goode, Falling and| Henrico, Richmond Bc DEQ 2011
Noname Creeks (10/10)
Little River Watershed Little River, Meadow Run, Montgomery & Floyd Bc. Be
P?ne, West Fork Dodd, Dodd, MeadadBrush, Laurel, (sed), Temp DEQ 2012
Big Indian Creeks (26/26) '
Clinch River; Coal, Middle, and Plum Creeks (7/7) | Tazewell Bc, Be (sed)] DEQ 2012
Hoffler Creek (1/1) Suffolk & Portsmouth Bc DEQ 2012
Mill Creek (1/1) Northampton Be (DO, DEQ 2012
pH)
I(_?())/vsv)er Banister River, Polecat Creek and Sandy Crq Halifax, Pittsylvania Bc DCR 2013
Middle Fork Holston River & Wolf Creek (8/6) C\Zzﬁlc:]c;)r:o:r?/ztythhe Bc, Be (sed)| DCR 2013
Spout Run (4/3) Clarke Bc, Be (sed)] DCR 2013
Piankatank River, Milford Haven, Gwynns Island Matthews, Middlesex, Bc DCR 2013
(17/16) Gloucester
Mill Creek, Cove Creek, Miller Creek, Stony Fork, Wythe
Tate Run, S.F. Reed Creek, Reed Creek (5/9) ” Be DEQ 2013
Beayerdam, Boatswain CredgRhickahominy River, Hfamovt_ar, Henrico, Charles Be DEQ 2013
Collins Run, Stony Run (5/5) City, Richmond
Rockfish River (4/4) Nelson Bc, Be (sed)] DEQ 2013
South Fork Mayo River, North Fork Mayo River, Henry, Patrick, and City of
Blackberry Creek, Smith Creek, Marrowbone Creek| Martinsville Bc DEQ 2013
Leatherwood Creek (8/8)
Darden Mill Run, Mill Swamp, Three Creek (9) Brunswick, Greensville & Be DEQ 2013

Southampton
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Watershed (# of impairments / # of impaired Fiscal year
segments) Location (county or city) | Impairment Lead Completed
North Fork Holston River (35/35) Scott, Washington, Smyth Be, Temp DEQ 2013
Russell, Bland, Tazewell
Linville Creek (2/1) Rockingham, Broadway | Bc, Be (sed)] DEQ 2014
Wards Creek, Upper Chippokes Creek, Western Ru Charles City, Henrico Bc DEQ 2014
Crewes Channel, West Run, James River (6/6) & Hanover
Elk and Cripple Creek (2/2) Grayson & Wythe Bc DEQ 2014
Tye River, Hat Creek, Rucker Run, Piney River, Mil| Amherst, Nelson
Creek, Turner Creek, Rutledge Creek, Buffalo Rive Bc DEQ 2014
(8/8)
Mattawoman, Hungars, URungars, Barlow, Northampton
Jacobus, The Gulfg(6/6) ’ P Be DEQ 2015
Colliers Creek, North Fork Buffalo Creek, South Forl Rockbridge Bc DEQ 2015
Buffalo Creek, Buffalo Creek, Cedar Creek (5/5)
Crab Creek (2/1) Town of Christiansburg, Bc, Be (sed)| DEQ 2015
Montgomery County
Fairview Beach (1/1) King George Bc DEQ 2015
Chestnut Creek (2/2) Carroll & Grayson, Town Bc, Be (sed)| DEQ 2015
of Galax
Roanoke River Watershe@Part 1i Mud Lick Creek, | Botetourt, Montgomery,
Mason Creek, Murray Run, Ore Branch, Peters Cre{ Roanoke, Roanoke City,
Roanoke River, Carv)i/n Creek, Glade Creek, Salem, Town of Vintony Be, Be (sed)]  DEQ 2015/2016
Laymantown Creek, Tinker CreeRack Creek (40/34)
Turley Creek, Long Meadow (2/2) Rockingham Be (sed) DEQ 2016
Chuckatuck Creek, Brewers Creek (2/2) Suffolk Bc DEQ 2016
Banister River, WinrCreek (3/3), Terrible Creek Town of Halifax, Halifax Bc DEQ 2016
Hardware River (2/2) Albemarle, Fluvanna Bc DEQ 2016
Upper Rapidan River Watershed&arth Run, UT Albemarle, Greene,
Rapidan River, Rapidan River, Beautiful Run, Rapiq Madison. Orange
Riv[()er, uT RapidanpRiver, Poplar Run, Blue Run, P ’ Be DEQ 2016
Marsh Run, Rippin Run (10/10).
Roanoke River WatershedBart 2i North Fork Floyd, Montgomery,
Roanoke RiverSouth Fork Roanoke River, Bradshay Roanoke Bc, Be (sed)| DEQ 2017
Creek, Wilson Creek (8/4)
Crooked Run, Stephens Run, West Run, and Willoyl Frederick, Warren Bc DEQ 2017
Run (4/4)
Upper Clinch River and Tributaries (8/8) Tazewell Bc DEQ 2017
Blackwater Creek, Clinch River, N.F. Clinch River, | Scott, Russell, Wise
Stock Creek and Moll Crée(11/11) Be DEQ 2017
Cromwells Run, Little River, Upper Goose Creek (3] Fauquier, Loudoun Bc DEQ 2018
Little Calfpasture River (1/1) Augusta,Rockbridge Be (sed) DEQ 2018
Powell River, North Fork Powell, South Fork Powell| Lee, Wise
Butcher Creek, Wallen Creek (12/10) Bc, Be (sed)l  DEQ 2018
Cunningham Creek (1/1) Fluvanna Bc, Be (sed)| DEQ 2018
Dan River Birch Creek, Byrds Branch, Doubles Carroll, Floyd, Halifax,
Creek, FallCreek, Sandy Creek (94/94) Henry, Patrick, Bc DEQ 2019
Pittsylvania
Woods Creek IP (1/1) Lexington, Rockbridge Bc DEQ 2019
North Fork Catoctin (2/2) Loudon Be (sed) DEQ 2020
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Watershed (# of impairments / # of impaired Fiscal year
segments) Location (county or city) | Impairment Lead Completed
Mattaponi River(14/14) Caroline, K_lng and Queen Be DEQ 2020*
Spotsylvania
Yeocomico River (13/13) Northumberland, Bc DEQ UD
Westmoreland
Accotink Creek (3/3) Fairfax, Fairfax County Chloride DEQ ubD
McClure River (6/6) Dickenson Bc DEQ ubD
Buffalo River (13/12) Amherst, Nelson Bc, Be DEQ ubD
(I\iglljln;)aln Run, Muddy Run, Lower Hazel River Culpeper Bc, Be DEQ UD

Impairment types: Bc = bacteria, Be = BenthiczBhosphorus, TSS = Total suspended solids, TDS = Total dissolved soli
Sed = sediment. *IP has been approved by USEPA, but not yet approved by the State Water Control Board.

Watershed Restoration and TMDL Implementation
2019 Progress Report 4

The goalof the TMDL ImplementatiofProgram is to implement targeted-iv@ground activities,

identified in TMDL implementation plans, which will result in water quality improvements and

subsequent delisting of impaired streams. Virginia uses a staged approach that provides opgortunities
periodic evaluation of the effectiveness of the implementation actions and adjustment of efforts to achieve
water quality objectives inatimelyandcest f ect i ve manner . Virginiabs TM
Program was developed by DCR in 2001 and has foeeled by a mix of federal and state funds. In June

2013 theresponsibility foprogram adminisation was moved tBEQ. FromJuly 1, 2018through June

30,2019DEQ managd23implementation projectiinded partially or fully with Federal Section 319(h)

All projects are listed belo{rable6).

Table 6: 319(h) Funded TMDL Implementation Projects Active in Virginia FY 2019

Watershed Area District and/or Partner Years of Implementation and Funding®

Banister and Winn Creeks IP: Lower Baniste
River andTerrible Creek

Buffalo Creek, Colliers Creek and Cedar Cre{ Natural Bridge SWCD §319(h):20172020
Clinch Cove and Tributaries: Copper and Mo
Creeks

Halifax SWCD §319(h): 20182021

Clinch Valley SWCD §319(h): 20182021

4 Due to the avitability of BMP dataat the time ofhis reportingdeadline, the NPS program is not able to provide a FY 2020
programmatic report. The FY 2019 Cledp Plan Report included the first two quarters of FY 2019 data (7/1/22018
12/31/2018) due to the same di#ae issue. The program data included in this report is for FY 2019 activity.

5 Federal EPA Nonpoint Source Implementation Grant (319h); Watershed Improvement Fund Request for Proposals (WQIF
RFP), State Virginia Natural Resources Commitment Fund (VNR@Finia Natural Resources Commitment Fund
Chesapeake Bay Livestock Exclusion Initiative (VNRCIBLEI)
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Watershed Area

District and/or Partner

Years ofImplementation and Funding®

Flat, Nibbs, Deep and We&treeks

Piedmont SWCD

§319(h): 2018020 (septic only);
WQIF/VNRCF: 20072015 Agriculture
only

Gulf, Barlow, Mattawoman, Jacobus and
Hungars Creeks

AccomackNorthampton
Planning District
Commission

§319(h): 20192021 (Residential only)

Hardware River antllorth Hardware River

John Marshall SWCD

§319(h): 20182019

Linville Creek

Shenandoah Valley
SWCD

§319(h): 20152019

Little Dark Run and Robinson River

Culpeper SWCD

§319(h): 20182021

North Fork Holston Rivet Scott County

LENOWISCO PDC

§319(h):2017%2020 (Residential only)

North Fork Holston Rivei Smyth County

Evergreen SWCD

$319(h): 20182021

North Fork Holston Rivef Washington
County

Holston River SWCD

§319(h): 20172020

Slate River and Rock Island Creek

Peter Francisco SWCD

§319(n):20102021

Smith and Mayo Rivers IP: Smith River and
Blackberry Creek

Blue Ridge SWCD

§319(h): 20172020 (Residential Only)

South River and Christians Creek

Chesapeake Bay
Foundation and
Headwaters SWCD

§319(h): 20172020 (Agriculture Only)

Spring, Briery, Little Sandy, Saylers Creeks
and Bush River

Piedmont SWCD

8319(h): 20162020 (residential only);
WQIF/VNRCF: 20072015 Agriculture
only

Tye River, Hat Creek, Rucker Run and Pineyj
River

John Marshall SWCD

§319(h): 2015021

Upper Clinch River

Upper TN River
Roundtable, Inc,

§319(h): 20162019

Upper Goose Creek

John Marshal SWCD

$319(h): 2018021 (Agriculture only)

Upper Hazel River, Hughes River, Rush Rive
and Thornton River

Culpeper SWCD

§319(1):20092021, VNRCF: 20112015,
WQIF RFP:20072009, 20162019

Upper Rapidan River

Culpeper SWCD

§319(h): 20162021

Upper Roanoke River Part 1 IP: Glade and
Tinker Creeks

Mountain Castles SWCD

$319(h): 2018021 (Residential Only)

Upper Roanoke River Part 1 IP: Mudlick and
Glade Creeks

WesternVirginia Water
Authority

$319(h): 2018021 (Residential Only)

Upper York River (Orang€ounty)

Culpeper SWCD

§319(h): 2012021,VNRCF: 20122015,
WQIF RFP: 20162019

The map below depicts the overall status of nonpoint source (NPS) TMDL implemematioginia

since 200XFigure10). It includes watersheds where TMDL implementation plaave been developed

andTMDL implementation projects haveeen active that have received strategic fundirghould be

noted thaDCR administersa statewide agricultural ceshare program that resulted in BMP installation

and implementation in various implementation plan areasiindugh noteflected on the maps, the

information is presented in the remaining part of this section.
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Figure 10: Status of NPS TMDL Implementation Projects by Watersheds in Virginia (2001 August 2019)

The map below identifies the specific watersheds where there were 319(h) funded active NPS
implementation projects in Virginia iRY 2019(Figure 10).

Figure 11: 319(h) funded NPS TMDL Implementation Projects in Virginia as of June 30, 2019
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